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,FOREWORD
/

The ;hree conversations fecorded here took place at St.
.- John’s College in Santa Fe, New Mexico, jn Aprik1977, as
one part of a conference on liberal education. The confer-
ence and the publication of this book were made possible
by a grant from the National Endowment for the Humani-
ties to whom we express our gratitude, Participadits in the
conference and in these conversations were all members of
facultles which are now, or formerly have been, committed °
to unconventional programs of liberal education. It will be
evident tp readers of these Dialogues that all of these pro-
grams have évolved from the socalled “great books” move-
ment g}uch began after, the ﬁrﬁWorId War at Columbia

)
v

+ ‘Univefsity under the guidance of Johri Erskine and has
continued throughoyt the succeedmg decades in various
realizations and_at. different mstltutlons These programs

. continue to provide both in’ educational philosophy sand
_practice the only serious alternatjve to the chaos of elective’
prohferatlon which has all but suffocated liberal education

© in Amesica.,

The curricula ‘represented at the 1977 conference differ
. good bit from one another and, moreover, have under-
gonedxvergent evolutionary developments in the course of
their separate existences. The conference was conceived as
an opcasion upon which collective experience might be
“shared in the context of a common agreement about fun-
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e Foreword 4
damental .educational principles. Therefore we did not pro-
pose at this conference. (unless by imphcﬁtion)ho debate
the major educational issues which. we would draw with
the educational establishment,at, large. Admittedly, that
debate might-be of greater inttipgic importance than our
actual discussions, and no doubt it-would provide an occa- .
sion for more dramatic confrontations. On the other hand,
the dialecxical process that would have ‘been negessary to
come to terms adequate to support a meaningful intellec-
tual engagement over those issués could not fail to be long
and tedious; and, since only three days were available for
the~conference, it seemed more likely that real conversa-

_ tion could take place with the present rather specialized cast
.of characters than With a group more broadly representa-

tive. We hope that'in futufe a second conference may pro-
vide the occasion to join some of those more fundamental .
issues. . . :

.This having been said, it might well be asked what gen-
eral interest we conceive these conversations could hdve to «
warrant our publishing them. The question has force ip
view of the number of books on education now being pub-
lished. Our answer, whether it persutdes or not, is very
simple. It seems to us that the three dialogues are interest-
ing conversations on an important subject. A large part of
that presumed interest lies in the very fact that they are
conversations—or dialogues.

Dialoguses are not* very common these ddys, especially
in ‘writterr form. They do not much suit the spirit ‘of the
time, which favors the “one-liner” for amusement and the

_analysis-and-proposal style for the presentation of serious

practical issues. Pialogue, by. contrast, is speculative and
leisurely. Thiriking takes time, Nevertheless, dialogle is the
natural way we find out what we think, the way we dis-
cover the principles on which we act, and the 'way we dis-
cover in thought the ifhplications of those principles.

The essence of dialogue ligs in thé interchange between
our own_ra.‘md and other minds. The ultimate importance

. % . °
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/

of such interchange is a matter of the tommonest sense.
We know very well that, whatéver position we take on any
subject, another mind is bound to see it in a different light,
and that such cross-illuminations may lead to important
dlscovenes by those listening to the conversation as well as
by those who are domg the talking. In either case 11sten1ng
is essential. .

This makes- it possible to say why we offer the Three
Dialogues. We believe that there may be some considerable
“number oﬁpersons interested in education who would like
to listen in on three conversations that actually took place
among a group of teachers'who are deeply concerned about
liberal education, and who have commlttgd their lives to a
spécial way of carrying it ogt in- pragtice.. .

Because dialogue is such ‘an unfamiliar férm of writing,
it may be helpful to offer a few comments about it. To be-
gin with, the reader must bear in mind that the dialogue
does not intend to end up with a proposal for action. On

\ account of this it may segm not to “get anywhere.” The
aim, though, is to try to understand, and if in th¢ end
something has been understood, then one has gotten some-
where important.

- Each discussion begins with a questmn proposed by the
chairman of the meeting, and a comment about this prac-
tice may help to ayoid misconceptions. The opening ques-
tions are really ways of indicating a topic and asperspective
on it. It is presumed that the ensuing conversation will take
off from that beginning and perhaps. move about it as a
center. It is not supposed that the question wilk be defini-

-

tively “ariswered” in the way an equation is “solved”; indeed,

* itis obvious that the questions proposed are not the sort that
. can be-disp of insuch a way. Once a discussion has be-
gun in response to the opening question, the conversation
that.follows becomes 2 sort of ‘organic creation of all those
who are part of it, and it may well uncover a center of its

ayn "which turns out to be rather different from the one
_initially proposed. This kind of self-defipition is not neces-

3
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saril& to be regarded as a failure of relevance; it may simply

exhibit the ‘virtue of following the ‘argument wherever it

‘may lead the participating minds. . :

It is, of course, ot to be expébEed that a reader will’

) »" agree with all the things that are said in-a dialogue. Surely
. he will disagree with.many of them. But in reading a dia-
.logue it is not the point to be persuaded by the speakers~

. who in any‘case often do not agree among themselves. For.
thereader, the whole point is that by agree_‘mg or digagree-
ing he will thereby have the_pleasure and profit of formu-
lating for himself his own answers and objections to what
has been said, and thus of discovering or rediscévering
what he himself thinks about the matter at hand. »

o " As a final piece of information, it should be explained
that, before the ‘conference was convened, all members
were asked to read Plato’s dialogue; Meno. Therefore, al-

® shough this work is not an explicit'text for the discussions,
it navgrtheléss provides a context for them and underlies
much’that is said. It is, indeed, a fourth dialogue on liberal
education, and a far better one than these three. It should
be well known to all who have art iaterest in"the subject.

.. . * * . %

In the following di\scussions., the terms seminar and tu-

torial are introduced by the speakers without explanation.

-. It will be helpfulto the reader to understand that the two

. words Adesignate the principal kinds of classes used in

teaching the cwrricula under discussiony Although one ef-

fort of the discussion is to define these terms as fundamen-

tal modalities of teaching and learning, some preliminary’
clarifications are possible, . '

-

Both kinds of classes proceed by free discussion of a text

that has been read in advance of the meeting. They differ
in that the seminar consists of about twenty students and
two teachers. Seminar readings are comparatively long

. assignments from works of philosophy, poetry, history, -

economics and so on, which are-taken up, as the great
‘" . { ‘ ’ .
Q ; xii
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Foreword

.books»are taken up, in chronologlcal sequence. Seminars

meet twice a week for two hours or so. .

“ Tutorials aye smaller classes that megtmore frequently
under the guldance of one teacher (tutor). They are de-
voted to the study of languagés and mathematics. In the
tutorials texts are read much more slowly and more closely
than in the seminars. Reading™s accompanied by) regu-
"~ lar exercises in translation, demonstratlon exposition and
expenmentanon ..
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. FIRST.DAY

* Mr Darkey On the part of St. John s CollegeP and our
Committee en the Liberal Arts,-I welcome you all most
warmly to.this conference. We look forward with thuch
pleasure to' the. three ddys Of conversation we shall be.
sharing. . >

The most obvmus charactenstxc we all have in common

is that we belong to faculties who are committed to liberal
education in'd sépse of that term that we hold to be funda-

mental; even thohgh it is at ‘great.odds with current edu- .

cational orthodoxy- Superficially we might dll be said to
be engaged in “great books” education. We all recogrize
that this is not a very happy way of putting it, because, for
, one thing, we have plenty of examples all around us to
show that the books we dgree tb tall great can be used in-

But & seems likely that we who are ‘here make ‘radical
ssumpnons about what great books are. It seems likely,

too, that our many decades: of sha,red éxperiente in teagh- -

ing with their help may have brought’ us“to new under-‘

. standings or deeper understandmgs of\ t‘helr real natufe

and right use. .
The questiori, thers, with which we ‘propose to begm to-

- day’s discussion_ looks towards a possible re-examination e

of the idea that great books are-the best instruments for™
liberal educauon Task then, what do we now think great

'1, '
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books are? How do we thmk they ought to be used for liberal -

. education? And why?
Mr. Bart: I've often heard it saxd and I thmk I agree,

_ that the reason we use great books can only be because

ot

We expect to find the truth in them. If I'm quite sure’ the
truth is not in a book, then I'm sure it is not a great book,
and I see no partxcular reason for students to read it.

I can well imagine my accéunt of great books would
prove very controversial, but as I have reflected on it, that
seems to me to be where I really stand. Books from which
- I did not expect to learn at least a ttuth, if not the truth,
I think I would reject outright as not being useful for our
educational purposes. I feel my dufy as a teacher is to
bring my students to confront a great book as being one
that proposes a possible truth. I am ready to entertain the
thought that. the truth is in it. N

,Now I admit this claim is difficult to maintain with re-
spect to certain of the books we read, say, the older scien-

*

_tific works that we feel are dutdated. For instance, I-don’t

"~

L]

entertain at ‘all seriously the idea that the earth is at rest
with the planets going ‘dround it. On the other hand, I
titink Ptolemy’s approach to his data in his Almagest may
be as good an approach as a scientist can possibly take.
‘So, although that’s not a truth in any final sense, I do think
it is worthwhile to'look at Ptolemy’s work. And yét, even so,
I would doubt the value of our studying some other “out-
dated” scientific works, because I don’t see anything “in
them like what.I see in Ptolemy T

So I suppose that,-even to myself, I'm not going to be
able to ]usufy all of the books on our reading list onathe
simple proposition of their truth. Even so, in.the case of
* the most central books, I would rpaintain that we read
them because we expéét to find’the truth there. That makes
-my position. different from the posiihon of those who hold
that the truth is in some particyjlar ohe of these books; and
also from the position of those who say that it is not in

\ . v
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First Day ,
&
any of them, Both would disagree with me completely, and
they would have. to. give an account entirely different from

_' mine of how dnd why these Dooks ought to be used in
"+ liberal education.

Neévertheless; I have stated my own assumption and the
. teachmg practice that follows from it:.I'put oné of these
books before the student, and we inquire togéther in com-
-plete seriousness whether what. the author says may not ,
be the truth of the matter. .

Mr. Nicgorski:, Working—with your preliminary ac-
count, could we try to bring under its umbrella some of
those books like the outdated ones'in the history of science,
where their account doesn’t seem to be the truth, by saying .
that we can find in them something that is true about the_
method or the art of inquiry? This might be a way to move
from your preliminary account of great.books as having
the truth to arr independent and secondary consideration
of these books as examples of the arts of inquiry and the
liberal arts of expression? - . ®

Mr. Simpson: But surely we don’t need to make -any -
apologies for Ptolemy’s work. His fundainental principle of _

2

E

regular motion in a circle is hardly outdated. b -

More generally, though, I think there are many ways in
- which a book may be speaking the truth. '
Mr. Bart: 1 wasn't saying that Ptolemys work was

simply not speakl the truth; anqd the case is certainly a
s1mp1er one'than o t be.
. " I'mgrateful for the jons of your remarks.

Mr. Weigle: 1 think what Mr. Nicgorski has’said ought
to be followed 'up. For it does seem’ to me that the great’
books are exemplars of the liberal arts, the arts of the
mind. Thats at least a second reason for using them in a
liberal arts curriculum: they demonstrate to the student
what is possible in thé way of inquiry and expression.

Mr. Steadman: I'd like to suggest another approach
to the question, though I don’t know how far it is in, the

w # e . '
8. o . '
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end from what Mr. Bart suggested. Could we start with the
Socratic principle, the one principle he has faith in and
will fight for, that it is our duty.to inquire for the truth,
because that will make us better men? From that views
point, it may he-that we see in a great book the work of a |
human being at the height of his humanness. Aristotle
terms it.“the activity:of the soul in accordance with reason
and the most excellent of. its kind.” Looked at that way,

. these authors can be seen as human beings who are carry-
ing out this human activity in its best mode. That would
mean that, whether or not they had come to certain up-
derstandmgs which welwould want to call “scientific”
truths, nevertheless, we as human ‘beings have some es-
sential relationship to what they have done.

This points from .anbther direction to a possible reason
for the use of great books in liberal education, (rememnt-
bering °thrat liberal education means freemg education),

namely, that'we want to help our students begin to carry

. tut that speclﬁéally human “activity of soul in accordance

with reason”, and to carry it out.as excellently as they can.

- So we try to get them to confront and understand and be

.led to admire and imitate some other human béing wha
has achieved that kind of excellence.

I think the two views that have been expressed so far of
what great books are, products of the highést human activ-
ity, as I've been saying, or containers of the truth, as Mr.
Bart was putting it, may not be so far apart.

. Mr. McArthur: Mr. Bart raises a practical proBlem in
saying that when he puts a great book before his students,
he is seriously proposing it to them as a book that may con- .
tain the truth about the subject—or even a truth about the
subject. A new or inexperienced tutor couldn’t do that, be-
cause he might never have read, say, Newton’s Principia,
or some other great and difficult work that is prescrlbed by
the curriculum. Doesn’t a tutor in that position have to say,
then, that as far as he's concerneéd, the work in questi‘on is

15 ¢ /
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a proposed great book, and_that he'has a certain fafth in. °

the judgment of the teaching community that it's worth his
time and his students’ time simply to explore it, seeking for
what's ther¢? Because it may be. only after years of study
that he can come to any settled judgment of his own about
the greatness of such a work as the Principia. But that
oughtn’t to prevent him from exploring works like that with

" his students. .

So your statement, Mr. Bart, would be the statement of
a person with considerable experience, but it couldn’t be the
stance that a young tutor just beginning could'take with '

" his students., . : ‘

Mr. Simpson: It seems to me that even the initial read- .
ing of these books, however exploratory and doubtful and

- complicated it may be, somehow or other is energized by ,

~the smell of truth, There is something about even this first
reading that is attractive to the mind. - .

And I think that's somehow the point about the seminar.

" Over the years, the seminar is energized by the sense that L
we are in contact with sources that are rich-and exciting; &
that in a certain sense_there is more substance to the ex-
perience than an abstract faith that the community has hit %
on the right books; and that really we are feeling excite:
ment at the peqgpect of something turning out to be right.

. And even if, on the face of it, it turns out to be dead wrong

—maybe. like the Ptolemaic system of the world—it’s wrong >
4 N @ way ‘which looks fascinating to the mind.
€

I like the ground you proposed for us, Mr. Bart. S
* Mr. Bart: 1 welcome. your support. It helps me move .
towards an answer to Mr. McArthur. I think what you say, -
Mr. McArthur, about the situation of the new teacher is
probably simply true. But I was looking mainly to the stu- -
dent rather than the teacher. , v
I think the claim the student has on us is that he rightly
wants to know the truth about things. Of course we can say, .
“Youre very young, and you'll have to postpone that con- . . Ve

4
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First Day

cern”; but even if we avoid him that way, it still seems to be
‘his legitimate.concern to know what is the truth about the
world and about his relationship to it. In that sense, 1 can-
not picture myself addressing him without presupposing
that he might find_thertruth in-what I'm offering.

That's what he wants, I believe, and 1 don’t think heris
properly served either, by being told to wait or by being pre-.
sented with some opinion.as though it were a truth, nor yet
by being told that everything: is just a matter of ,opinion=—
as 1 was told when I firsff went as a student to ard.
“Look around,” they said, “and take up anything thz inter--

. ests you. One course is as ‘good as another.” I can’t think o

“ “anything more chilling for a young person who would really
like to know the way the world is. Its tough enough that
there’s no book of which you.can say, “Go read this and
you’ll know the truth.” y

What you've said; Mr. McArthur, has Been immensely

helpful, because it has helped _rﬂe to say explicitly that so
;.far Thave been thinking about the student’s situation and
‘about my relation t6 him as a teacher: I don’t shrink from
declaring I don’t have the truth, and I don’t really know that
_ the truth is in these books. But I don’t know anywhere else
“ to look for if. I must say I offer thém to students whole-
heartedly with the idea in mind that they do, somehow, con-
tain the truth, so that I am frequently accused of being a
-comiplete believer in a vast variety of incompatible texts.
Mr. Nicgorski: Then, Mr. Bart, you are stepping back
from your first position and are now saying that you don’t
.know_that the truth is in these books, but that you have
some sense that they are the best place to look for it?
Mr; Bart: Yes. If that's a stepping back, yes. L -
-Mr, Weigle: Maybe that's where the faith in the judg-
ment of the community comes;in. A
Mr. Bart: 1 meant to be saying that we—or I—put these
books bafore the students because the truth might be in
them. I %ee no other adequate reason for doing what 1 do.

1y
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First Day

But I fully understand that a teacher who would say that
hé knew the truth was.in a particular one of these books
would have to give a dlﬁerent account of why we should
read them.
Mr. Steadman: Are there any books you're quite sure
the truth is not in?
) Mr. Bart: In the sehse in which Mr. Simpson j ]oms me,
I would say no.
* Mr. Steadman: Then any book mlght be a great book?
Mr. Bart: No, most would not.
. Mr. Steadman: But why wouldn’t any book be a great
book if, as you say, the truth might be in any one of them?
- "Mr. Lyon: Fd like to move off the heights of truth and
make d more modest proposal in answer to Mr. Darkey’s
- opening quésnon I think I also may be proposing a sort of
instrumental answef to Mr. Steadman’s questmn about how
" you can recognize great books.
All educators, but especially those who are mvolved in
our sort of venture, are faced with the practical problem
.that the number of things to know i$ infinite and the time
+ we have to teach our students is very short. I think it might
be that we choosé what.we're calling “the great books”.to -
be elements of what we be'heve to be the best hberal arts
curriculum, because they,can’t be reduced to any ane “sub-
ject matter” and cant really be treated adequately from
any one particular approach. So as I've listened to the ex-
change. between Mr. Bart and Mr. Steadman, I've been
# wondering if we could say prov1s1ona}1y that the more a
book permits itself to be reduced to a subject matter, the
less truth there is in t?
Mr. Steadman ould you say that about Euchd s
Elements? -
Mr Lyon: 1 don’t. know how to answer that I wouldn’t
be sure.
Mr. Simpson: Well, I for one don’t krfow what' the sub-
]ect matter of Euclid is. It might be tragedy .

~
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M7. Steadman: It might be; but that's kind of strain-
ing it.* .
I.think Mr Lyon has made a useful suggestmn because I
? , do believe that it is our common experience as we read and
. re-read these great books that rfiore and more understand-
Y ings come from them from more and more directions.
Euclid’s Elements may start to look like/a tragedy. And to
— - usethabcrxtenena&arpracacauestmhepplaces,mcan
' see that Plato’s Republic cannot be reduced simply to a
treatise on politics, or to a treatise on philosophy, and still
} less to just “literature.”
\ But that's only one way of looking at some of these books, .
or maybe even a lot of them.*Somie of thern, thoughs”are
.- fairly straightforward. In the case of Euclid’s Elements, one
)y & can say, “Yes, that’ s‘mathematics in the usual sense of the
N ‘'word; and it just 1sn; poetry, in the usual sense of that
word.” . » .
Mr. Tussman: May 1, as an outsider notidentified with
‘ the great books system but sympathetic to it, indicate how
w surprxsed I am to find you having this discussion? I don’t
: ' .-quite understaid my reaction, but I find that the empha-
sis on truth is not meving me at all. I'm sure I'm wrong, but
let me-at least say what-my initial feeling is.
*If truth is made central, it's conceivable that we could
find the truth about one thing or another in ways that are
thore economical. .
¥ - My sense of the educational issue—and.this takes-us
. away from truth, although I don’t want to say that truth is
. not an element—is that we have a culture. And I admit it's
., anotion I find myself horrified even to be talking about.

Nevertheless, there is a communal mind that has been\de-

veloped, and what we call “the great books” are high points
- in the development of the mind of the culturé. Sometimes
such a.book is a response to a crisis, and in that case the
truth component is relauvely unimportant. The bodk is sig-
mﬁ.Cant as a great human response which is part of the

¢ > ~
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series of responses which have developed, let’s say, the
mind of the West, for example.

If we define the community or culture in’texms of these
hlgh points—and I thmk we do—the reason” we bring stu-
dents to this or that great book is that educating them really
is nnuatmg them into the culture as members of it. For

. there is a sense in wh1ch a book is dead until it’s incarnated
in a mind.

* The probléem of keeping the culture alive is the problem |

of creating minds of which these great cultural features are

congtituent part. So that an emiphasis on “We read these
,books because there is where the truth will be found—or
where methods of inquiry will be exemplified,” seems to

" me to be less important than the{notion, “We are part of

an ongbing culture which is significantly defined by these
great episodes or great achievements, and we don’t want it
to die.” The only way to keep it alive is to create évery gen-
eration in such a way as tp incarrate it in the living mind
which then is the continuing culture.

It would seem to me that some such way of putting it—
although this is a terribly loose way—would be a more natu-
ral way of defending the commitment to the great books as
instruments of liberal ‘education. And, moreover, this puts
the commitment to them in terms which make it impossible
to dream of a substitute.

Mr. Weigle: When you talk about culture, you're talk-
ing about the Western tradition, or our intellectual heri-
tage? Something like that?

Mr. Tussman: Yes. Because there are many sets of
great books. After all, we’re not China or India. Ny

Mr. Weigle: But a part of our tradition is constant ex-
amination and' review, the constant chlling into question
of the tradition itself. And whenever anyene comes, along
and contributes something new, that dew thing becomes

. part of it too; so that the culture is a kind of evolving thing.

Mr Tussman: Certainly. Nothing I have sa1d is hos-

- 6
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. tile to thé-notion that truth is important, and inquiry, too,
and the- re-examination of ,what has been received. Of
. course I agree that all of that is important. But I wonder if
what I have said about culture doesn't really describe why
we do what we do—why we read great books?

. that I'm not sure who the “we” ij Is it “we as teachers”™?
) " To me it seemis that what yOu say is of very great im-
portance:” I would say “the very greatest importance,” ex-

cept that I have something stronger yet. For I often describe
. our task in terms that I think are comparabie to yours. But

- "even so, I have to ask myself on what basis would young
men and women wish to take up that tradition? Since, as
. _you say, it must be reingarnated. :

o Now the way in which they would be interested in it is

not, it seems to me, automatically from the vantage point’

that they have behinid them a tradition pressing them on,
but rather that they want to know the way-the world is.

. I fully understand that we do give that-kind of pressure
to certain studies, for example to the historical studies to
which I was subjecteds And, as a matter of fact, when I
. .~ went to college I took it for granted that ! wanted to know

;. about the past. But in the end, I think the only reasoniny-

. °  'one wants to know about the past must be because some.

truth might be found there.

In short; I do ‘think the.student will w}ahi t}o know

"whether Plato wag right or Dembocritus was right.
T Mr. Haggard: Let’s take your edrlier case f “outdated”
scientific works and suppose’ that Ptolemy Was riot right.
e Didn’t Mr. Nicgorski meet that ohjection by saying, that at
A\ least his work does exemplify true methods and’aits of

~ inquiry? ) r R

Mr. Bart# I'm willing to bend to that view and include

it. But still, I think that the meinent we divorce the arts of-

inquiry from the truth and the good that might come from
. those arts, we involve ourselves in some palpable perver-

21
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sion of things. So I'm reluctant to say that the arts are tﬁ’us
separable, though I know what Mr. Nicgorski means, and
I'm sure I often talk that way myself; and a lot of my teach-
ing is concerned with arts of inquiry. But faced with the
challenge, “Really, why shauld we read (};éfﬁ)ooks'?” o
just couldn’t shrink from what seemed t the ultimate s
 basis of it: the de§ire to know the truth, . .

Mr. Nicgorski: 1 hope 'you understand' Mr. Bart, that
by saying what I did about methods of inquiry, I didn’t in
the least mean to abandon my agregment with )fou about
the primary ground for reading gréat books. ~ - ‘' ow

Mr. Bart: No, I understand. FFjust wanted to tonnect

ossible to make the connection., , - - -
Mr. Nzcgorskz Id like to raise one question about
something Mr. Tussman said. You said, Mr..Tussman; that
we choose great books, because they represent great and
significant human resporises. My question is, how do we
determine which responses are th jreat and s1gmﬁcant
ones? -

"Mr. Tussman: I don’t know. Why do we st111 have K

Plato's Republic with us as something we all recogmze ag
a great response to the self-destruction.of a culturel How
would you answer that question?

Mr. Nicgorski: I would turn to the primary-ground.of .
truth that Mr. Bart has laid down. I think that has some-
thing.to do with why we regard them as significant..

Mr:; Loomis: But there’s a further question that might

be asked about Mr. Bart’s criterion. Suppose you do’glv,e
your students books that have the trutﬁ
you've read these books with a class, how do you think
about that experience? What makes 4you remember that
your experience with one book was good ard with ariother
it wasn’t very good? I'm asking a_guestion I will now try
to answer. - T
The books I remember as great are the ones that have.

.
s
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“set the students and me in motion and have moved us in

a direction in which we found we could go'on for g long
time, wondering, and asking questions, and ﬁndmg some
answers, . . ‘. ®
Leg me take an actual ¢xample. Last’ year a group of our
students happened to be given a standard biology textbook

+~ at the same time they were reading Ptolemy.in thelr math

" class, They complained about the textbook, saying they
didn’t want-to use it, becausé it wasn’t a “great” book. ‘We
had discussions with them and tried to see if we could dis-
cover together what kinds of differences there were be-
tween the two books.

_'The one thing that came ou#cleatly was thlS everybody
“® who read Ptolemy, including the teacher, was always left
“wondering in the end; but with the textbook, soonexr or
later, ygu came to a point where it stopped—wh‘ere it
wouldn’t lead you any farther. And even’the questions it
posed were stated in terms that weren’t uséful for continu-

_ ing the. exploratlon even of purely b1010g1ca1 questions.

So it seemed to me that Ptolemy’s book is a teacher we
never exhaust; whereas, by comparison, the blology text-
book was soon exhausted and the possibility of our going
beyond its limits depended entirely upon the challenge that
could be presented by the livinig teacher in the classroom.

One mark of a book that’s truly great is that 1ts an inex-
haustible teacher., - T ‘

Mr. Haggard: "That's one case, isn’t it, where we can’t
simply say that the difference. betweerg the two kinds of
books is that one contains the truth and the other doesn’t.

‘Because Ptolemy’s Almagest is scientifically outdated, and

. the textbook, I suppose, was the latest thing. So something

’

more.needs to be said to account for your. experience and
to say why we study’ Ptolemy
Mr. Steadman: The criterion that comes out of what

"you have just said, Mr. Loomis,—and I think it’s the essernce | -

of Mr. Bart’s pos1t10n—1s that a great book is one from
which both the student "and the teacher are learning. -

23 12
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Of course, for that to work, you have to approach 'the
great book without supposing that you already know the -
truth that’s in it. It's not so hard to approach it that way the
first time you come to it; but after some experience, you
may. think yqu know the truth that’s in it. And that idea
changes your position in the classroom. You've become a
. knower of thg truth, and you're no longer a studént. B

- I want to get my students tq take 2 book seriously, I have

to take it seriously myself as a work from which I myself

_ can actually be learning right there in the classroom. That

calls for the - property of 1nexhaust1b111ty that Mr. Loomls
“was pomtmg to.

Mr. Datkey+l like the metaphor Mr. Simpson used a

while ago, when he said that every reading of a great book,

""‘ even the first one, is “energized by the smell of truth.” .The_

bobks we have chosen for our curricula are, far the most
"part; ones that have that sfell about them; and I have no
doubt that it is this ailurmg scent that accounts for the kind

. of classroom experiencé that Mr. Loomis and Mr. Stead-

-, man have been talking about._

" Butwhen we talk ahout chodsing great books, I think we
involve ourselves in an ambiguity. In a restricted sense, we
mean that we, as- teachers, choose some numbér from
among}the great. books—-from among however many there
are—fot our professonal task of constructing a curriculum
of liberal studies. On the other hand, there is a vety real
sense in which our great books have been chosen for us
already. I mean this in a way which I- think is related to Mr.

- Tussman’s notion that a litérate tradition or culture seems
simply_to_know its great booksyindeed, seems almost to -
postulate them. And I would suppose that the choice, in
this latter sense, must have come about because there is
that about&them which leads us to suspect they really may
reflect something of the way things pérpetually are.

Mr. Simpson: I was thinking of a kind of ‘internal evi-
dence. They are chosen for us; but when we handle them,
they come to life again. That’ life'ys . . . well, liket the.

RIC v fgga
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term, wonder. 1 thmk wonder has somethmg to do w1th
what I was trying ta suggest. -

. Mr ‘Ascher: I'm in some ways an outsider to this dfs-
cussmn though for many years I hdye taught a'modified '
version of d “great books” approach to my own subject mat-
ter. And I find I am very much in agieement with Mr. Tubé {
man, though I think I would add some-things to what he.

*. .. . hassaid. . N

: I am troubled about going to students and telling ‘them

- that there isa truth t6 be found in these books. First of all, -

I would rather say that these books have asked important "~

— questions, and_that really theyre the right questions to ask
+ . about man. Secondly, I'would want to say that they have
come up with modes of reasoning and with conclusions that
, «many people in our Western tradition haye considered and
" have found to be plausible. If I use that approach I find .

“., myself less dogmatic. This isn’t to say that I myself don’t
have'some notion about the truth; but I wouldn’t want to -
push that too hard with students. And, finally; there might
even be books that are not great in the sensg of being great
works of art, but which, névertheless, we'd all agree are
important for having tried to address very basic questions
and have thereby exerted a powerful lmpact upon Western

<L tradition. And I would include them in a curriculum of

: ©  liberal studies.” -+

> I would feel much more comfor;able with that kmd of
approach.

Mr. Darkey: But, Mi. Ascher, isn’'t the a very great
psychological difficulty for any inquirer te’engagé seriously
in a seaxch for the merely plausible? What one really wants

. to know is how things aré; and if, in the pursuit of a
particular inquiry,we end up with an answer that we see

' is no better than plausible, we know that our quest has’

. failed and we’ve come off second best. ] mean to say that

y even if the plausible is the best we can ever get, neverthe-

less, it’s not something we can set out to look for, because

4 > -
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it isn’t what we really want—it's by nature a by product of
the search for what is true,
" Mr. Ascher: Perhaps I could give an example,of what
I have in nind. I don’t know exactly what you meaff by
great books, but let me ask this. Would you read Hitler’s
Mein Kampf in yoyn,cun‘lculum? 2. .
Mr. Wezgle Not at St. John’s.
‘Mr. "Ascher: Well 1 would certamly agree that under
certain criteria it is not a great book—indeed, it is not a- -
. great hook under any criteria. But I would say that if one
were to take the approach of Mr. Tussman —though he
may not agree with me here—I think one would say that fér
someone stodying the Westeen tradition Mein Kampf ought
to be included. It has had enormous impact. It asks the
very basic questlﬁns abou,t man himself and his relation-
_$hip to other men. Yet, a¢ ‘the same time, it’s certainly not
a book I would want to advocate as having a truth in it.
Mr. Steadman: But aren’t you'suggesting that it-does?
Mr.s Ascher: It asks some important’ questions. .
) Mr. Steadman? ‘But if- it asks some basic questlons
ther it's true that those questions are somehow important

Mr. Ascher: The questlon yes. 1 couldnt say the gn-

swers .
I'm ng of my own teaching experlence I have in_
mind a modified great books course based on the course in’
Western Civilization given at Columbia Universu-y which [
taught at Brooklyn College, and your curriculum at St.,
John's is partly modeled after that, though you must work
on -different presuppositions, since at Columbia. Mein
Kampf was read. And I wonder, if we take your approach,
wouldn’t Mein Kampf be automatically excluded?
" M. Bart: Yes. Automaticaily. But I completely agree
, w1th you that Mein Kampf is worth reading, and Fthink one
would do well to look in it very carefully. But1 would look
at it from a different point of view. And I'm interésted that
younspoint of v1ew would be rather closer to mme, inas-

2
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much as we both would want to choose books,which raise
important questions. RN
Rut I guess I've gone further than that, For I really do
believe that a vast number of books—thousands and thou-
sands—raise important questions. That is why I've gonea .
+ step further; 4 simply had to go further than that.
It, does ‘$eem to me, though, that you and Mr. Tussman
"are united on the theme that we should look at what lies
behind us because very important things have depended
Bn’our antecedents. And I dgree with you, about that. 1
think it’s a very good thing to do. )
Mr. Tussman: 'm a little uneasy, by the way, with th@(\
formulation that puts-this in historical terms. . -
Mr. Bart: You spoke of a tradition. That seems to me
* & perhaps’ not necessarily . . . I was not quite sure what
you did mean. o
"« Mr. Tussman: I don’t regard Plato as “historical.” We
don’t need it for historical reasoning. - S
+ Mr. Bart: One way you spoke seemed to me to say:
“There have been great rhoments that have defined certain’
" cultures, moments in which meh have confronted crisis.”
Now I don’t think of that as a particularly historical ap-
prodch either. Rather, I should suppose such confronta-
tions are to be-taken as models. The question I have about
_ this approach is whether ‘presenting models is giving an -
" adeguate account. L e
But"as jou were speaking, I did think that at times you
were saying other things which I very strongly feel are
very different from what I first proposed this afternoon. I
think the difference has something to do with ofi¢'s_views
of history. For instance, I agree, it’s rather important 1or us
to see what does lie behind us. That might be a very strong
reason for Americans particularly to read certain majoj
. ztexts. which have converged on the Ametican Republic
. .. even if one has;very great reseryations about-the clai
. “that the invention'of the Federal Republic was one of the
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great answers that came out of an historical confrontation
with crisis. But still, it might be a reason for studying those

. documents.

I wasn’t sure whether both of these things, the idea of
the model and the unportance of knowing our antecedents,
weren’t wedded in what you're saying. If they’re separable
for you, then I can’t say what I just said. I myself feel that

- the only historical element that I want for students is that

.

they sholild, know these questions have been asked, and
will, I suspect, be asked again and again.
.My difficulty with your way of putting it was how one
can know what the important questions are and which are
the important models. It just doesn’t seem enough simply
to say to students, “Here’s a collection of possible questions
and possible models.” I think almost all of us have been
saying students.want more than that.

But I'm not sure we all do-agree about that Maybe Mr.
Lyon "doesnt, by the way.

Mr. Lyon: P'm wondering very much about these “pos-
sible models” and “plausible answers.” Let me try to put
Mr. Darkey’s question—or answer—another way. He sug-
gested a moment ago that we inquire because we want to
know the way things are, and that great books are instru-
ments of inquiry; but it has struck me at times that that's
not our réason atall. We already know the way things are.
,Our inquiry i is into the way or ways things might be. We
are, if you will, looking for alternate models.

I suppose I'd want to separate things accordmg to th&“
true and, good. In a basic and primal sense we know the
way thmgs are, and that's what's true. But"we want! things

. %&be in other ways that we could conceive of as good. So

rhaps our inquiry is aimed, not at uncovering the

way iings are;, but rather at uncdvering the nature of the

good and what possible order of things would please us
more than the order we all recognize to prevail.

. M% Darkey Do you mean that alternatives to the pre-

17,
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vailing order—which you think we fun{jamentally agree
about—suggest to us that the way things are is not really
necessary, is such that things might be otherwise? And
that we tend to get Tocked-into what are merely habitual
and conventional ways of thought so much that we come
. to believe those ways of thinking represent the way things
really are? So that by reading the work of a mind that is
_ looking at the same world as’ours and yet is seeing it very
differently, we may uncover possibilities we couldn’t have
imagined or conceived for, ourselves? We may then dis-
cover that the nature of things might be less restricted than
‘we have supposed, judging merely by our own personal or
temporal limitations. Is that possible? '
Mr. Lyon: It's what I meant to suggest.
Mr. Weigle: Maybe this is Mr. Tussman’y “culture.”
The culture is here, it's available, it's* timeless, and it has
been contributed to by these great writers. Therefore, as
we approach a book, looking at the questions the book raises
—which are questions also for us—we dé indeed discover
ways,things might be, or at least ways different authors
suggest they could be, =~ © ‘

_Putting it that way entirely avoids any merely historical ;
approach'to this business of culture. The tradition is there.
Or rather, it's here and it's now. Kight here. It’s just a mat-
ter of leaning to read and discover the way the tradition
impinges on'the present and offers the alternatives you're
talking about. .

Mr. Starr: I think you're right that tradition s some-
how here “all-at-once.” But isn’t it rémarkable that ig seems
to be here in a determinate way? Or perhaps one should
say that it's present in a given order whitirleads,us to read
authors who lived in an earlier time than ourselyes and to’
read their books which were written in an earliet time. By
which I mean that if you simply begin to look about you in

-the works of contemporary authors for ideas that truly
challenge, stimulate, move and incite you to the activity of

N
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1mag1mng and thinking cr1t1cally, I think you find—at least
I myself have found—that the modern authors who have
that effect are the ones who speak in some way out of the
tradition. And they, I take it, were moved in the same way
by, say, Kant and Aristotle. Then when_you start tracing

, these genealogies backwards, you ﬁnally come to the Greek
thinkers by way of the medieval thinkers. And then, when |,
you get to these roots of things, you turn around and start
understanding forwards.

So, in one way, we can think of ourselves as trying to re-
think our historical tradition as it somehow is of the past.
But we do that always and only because the questions
asked, the metaphors proposed, are somehow alive and ynov-
ing for us here and now. The tradition is.truly present and
at hand for us; and yet also there does seem to be a kind of
temporal order in it as well.

Mr. Haggard: Isn’t that observation connected with Mr.
Loomis’s account of the kind of experience that I imag-
ine is pretty common amongst us. For it may be true that, -
very many books pose important guestions that we ought to
address. But the books that we actually choose to include in
our curricula (and probably all of us here have the greater
part of our reading lists in common)—these books, I say,
pose the important questions in ways that are pecuharly
accessible. They exercise our own powers actually to think

- our way to the place where we can see for ourselves what's
at stake in the question that’s being taken‘up. It's not just
that the question is proposed or formulated; we actually go
through. the argument, reflect on the conditions, and
in som& way ourselves comé€ to a live questioning, even
though we may also see ‘the difficulties which the author’s
attempted answer has left him with, $o that we may decide,
in the end, to go a different way for ourselves. But you
don’t simply wind up with questionts; you know where they
came from. And what’s more, you have pesed the questions ‘
for yoursélf .

. -
«
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Even in the CTase of a book whose final conclusions you
might doubt or reject, you still know perfectly well that it

leads the student to achieve a certain degree of genumeﬁ»

/ms1ght into the problem and, as Mr. Nicgorski said, to
acquire the skills he needed to gét him that far. Those skills
have an educational bearing beyond whether Ptolemy was
“right” or “wrong.” Ptolemy leads on to a particular under-
standing, but the process of thmkmg it through goes on
from there.

. Mr. Starr: To say how our way of reading in the tra-
dition differs from the historical—or the historian’s—way

would be to say how and why we read books in historical
sequence. Why; for instance, do we read Diaphantus and

Pappus or Apollonius and Euclid to get a background on
Descartes and Newton? We do it, not because we're inter-
ested in Descartes and Newton as historical characters, or
_even as important links in a chain of historical develop-
ment, but rather primarily because they move us and chal-
lenge us to think. And I have found for myself, at least,
as I goback to the peoplewho moved and challenged New-
ton, that I in my turn am moved and challenged to think

crltlcally It's not at all a‘matter of simply detecting influ- .

ences; it’s something much more direct.

Mr. Steadman: And it's the power of these books to
miove us and challenge us to think that is the source of the
influence that Mr. Tussman and Mr. Ascher are seeing as
coming from them. They are profoundly influential because
they address basic and important questions that a great
many people have found plausible. Yes! Pfécisely! And
we're simply exhibiting that fact. If we read them we're
profoundly influenced.

I think Mr. Bart was trying to specify the cause of that
1nﬁuence Why is it that such a book influences us? Well,
" it’s because there is a truth in it.

Mr. Nicgorski: We've saidsthat there are many books
common to our reading lists. Lef's risk a couple of examples
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so they themselves will be items of our discussion. Let's
take Machiavelli’s The Prince and Karl Marx’s Capital. We
might approach these books convinced that they do not
contain the truth and yet feel that they do represent a link-
in the living tradition of thinking about gnatters political.
- To take the Marx, we might approach his book because ,
it has had influence and impact, so that we feel compelled
4 think through his arguments with our students, even
ough ever the years we have made our judgment about
the bookMth regard to the truth.
* I'm wondering, if Mr. Bart would accept the way this is
. "going? ) ‘ .
Mr. Bart: Very reluctantly. So seriously do I take my .
position that if I weye convinced I understood Marx well
enough tosay tha,t(Za’s simply. false, I would probably not
read him at all. Upless, of course, I were to say: “We're an
island in the Marxian sea, and we clearly should«know
what has taken over the world outside ,us.” But that’s an
altogether different basis of thought from Wwhat we .were \
talking about; though maybe-it’s one reason for reading
Marx or Machiavelli. ~
* Butit’s not easy to know what’s in Marx. I mean it’s clear -
that some of the things he says are as doubtful or as prob-
' lematic as some of the things in Ptolemy. To me, though,
' it's not clear that everything he says about the condition of
. man as he observed it is false by a long shet—not by a
very lqng shot. " . ' : :
Mr. Haggard: But in support of Mr. Nicgorski, I don’t
think Socrates’” usual procedure of refuting or at least rais-
ing serious doubts about the conclusions to which he’s led
his interlocutor and_ourselves as his readers prevents us
from learning a great deal through having come to those
conclusions and seeing the bearing of his objections.
Mr. Bart: I could simply be wrong, and I'm sure ex-
amples would reveal that I'm not able to maintain my own
dogma. Nefertheless, I'd worry about rhyself as a teacher,

@
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if I were in the position of offering to the student a book'in

order for him to “see through” it. I don’t feel the least bit
comfortable with that. I don’t feel I have shown enough
respect for the student, if I say: “It will be good for you to
see what's wron with this book.”

Mr. Nzcgors i: I must say I do thmk that would be an

inappropriate seminar response.

Mr. Bait: Yes. And I think trying to point out what one
thinks is wrong with Machiavelli or Marx would be an ex-
cllent topic for a lecture, and I'd enjoy the question period.
But Idon’t think that’s quite what you meant to say.

Mr. Steadman formulated very well an aspect of what
I had in mind. We read books from which the teacher ex-
pects to learn at least.as much as the student. Now I do’
think one could be learning the arguments against Marx in
studying Marx; but I guess I think that is not the sort of
thing I was lookmg fot as the main business of under-
graduate education or as the central act1v1ty in undergradu-
ate education.

Mr. Steadman: To put that another way, it seems to
me that in discussion or in reading, pointing out the mis-
takes that aré made’ isn’t very interesting, The search for

truth is enormously more interesting than the gearch for/

falsehood, because falsehood is inherently umnterestmg
Mr. Starr: The last three comments from Mr. Nic--

gorsk1 Mr. Bart and yourself, Mr. Steadmian, imply the

question, Well, why should we read Marx or Nietzsche or

. % -Machiavelli~pick the author that appeals to you Ie@s’t’—

but ¢ot Hitler's Mein Kampf as well? If we want toclaim

t

that a book which is very powerful and ‘has been very in- *

fluential is nevertheless unworthy of our seminar’s atten-
tion, we probably want to say that there is a sense in which
it was not intended as a genuine incitement to thought
that it did not itse}f result from any act of discovery, but
was rather a piece of pathological behavior. And it may,

indeed be somethmg that challenges us to think, so that

v
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we need to explain how such a thing ever came to be writ-
ten. But such .a book is not prinrarily a consideration that
came about ‘as 3 result of having seen things that hadn’t
been seen before, whereas I think Marx’s Capital came out
of a new way of seeing things:

Mr. Ascher: I certainly agree with your characteriza-
tion of Mein Kampf as a pathological phenomenon, and
thats why I brought it into the discussion. But, on your
own principles, wouldnt you make use of a book like
Marx’s Capital in your curricufum, even though you don't
accept it? I certainly don’t accept it myself, but it surely
‘has all the chiaracteristics you have named as being found
in an important and 4 great book, Wouldn't you give your
students Marx to read? .

M. Bart: Of course I would give it to them. I would -
give it to them because in almost anything Marx' wrote
there is a claim about the human condition which 1 con-
sider very seriously.. L o

' Mr. 'Ascher: Then I see. I have not been understand-
‘ing you completely. : T

Mr. Barts That's not because I'm a Marxist. 1 read
Marx passionately, because I learn from it constantly. I
don’t know whether some of the most impoftant things he
sgys are true, although I think the things he most prides

himself on in certain of ‘his works are probably false.’ ger- -

tainly don’t know that his accoufit of capitalism is-wforg,
and at least some econamists claim that you can’t decide |
whether it's right or wrong. But I mean to be saying it’s not
‘a question of whether it’s right or wrong when we decide
fo use-it in our curriculum. T, ,

I am re'lytant to give students books which I know are
wrong, becduse it puts me in the posture of reducing them
to size. I will be looking down at the books, and, unless I
am mistaken, I will be inflating my students. If I do that,
I will not be respecting what I think highest in them, their
concern to know how things are. « -

<
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' Tin in the position of having ariswered a question. What

“where our conversation started from before we go any
.further. I confess I've been so interested in where we were .

sand many working-examples have come into the discussion

- how they ought to be used Nevertheless, while we have
- been thinking and talKing out of our experience of.teaching

First Day

I feel the same way about the beauty of anythmg
Analogously, I would wish to put before them only works
of art that I sincerely ;houg/}-lEPWere beautiful. I would not
want merely to say: “This represents a certain style or a ».
certain histori¢al period,” or “This had a tremendous influ-
ence.” I myself want to be arrested before.the work of art . g
or before the book along with my students.

But I seem to have been carried -away, and T feel as 1f e

was it? I certainly didft attempt o agswer the, question, *\_\.

“What constitutes a- -great book?” Mr. Darkey, what was

your original question? J
Mr. Darkey: Mr. Bart, I think you, have indeed come” +

penlously close to answering’ a quéstion, And I'm glad

you've reminded us that we ought to remember clearly

getting to that I'd almost forgotten where_we began. The
opening question had two parts: What do we here now
think great books are? and How do we think great bobks.
ought to be,pyt to tise in the-business of liberal educatién?
Th{;s"ma be the right moment for me to try to sum- -
marize our dQnversation. I think we have not agreed about
ing what grat books are, nor yet in saying

with® the help of great books, some remarkable metaphors

as witnesses.’ y .
I think tradition has become the heavy term for us. {We
seem to agree that our ‘great books—however we might
characterize or define them-are at least one of the ways -
we inherit our.tradition. But I sense that the issue we feel
among us has to do with the meaning of tradztzon and the
end of liberal education. Does our traditjon of great "bookk
~maybe we'd be willing to say “of great books and libéral .
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arts”—aim primarily at the perfection of the individual per-
son by helping him to understand how the world is? Or, on
the other hand, does the* tradition of great books and the
arts of reading them aim, in the first instance, at the pres-
ervation and continuation of the cylture-of whicly"it is the
vital principle, initiating and incarnjting its members into
itself by implanting its forms-and institutions int, their,
minds and memories? . - <
I hope I have not distorted the issue by putting it this
way, and I'm not at all confident that 1 haven’t. But the
tétm, tradition, does seem to me to have becbme crucial.
Mr. Dragstedt: 1 wonder if the St. John's approach
doesn’t differ from other “great books” approaches to lib-

eral education precisely in that it réates the conditions -

for an aporematic treatment, really of the tfadition itself?
Tradition iSn't just continuum, it's discontinuum too Part

of the problem in Plato’s Meno is that Meno himself has -

too much “culture.” The task of fighting sophistry is, really

prior to any continuity of 4radition, to any handing on of -

the torch. A book that is very great can.throw a reader into
an aporematlc state with respect to hjs whole cilture. That
is, you can be turned ‘into a Menonic slave-boy and be

'f)aralyzed just as he was, by the culture itself. That is to

say, only by-dying to culture can you live it. But you can't
accumulate it, you can’t ]ust sit like Fafnir in h1s cave on
the hoard of Western civilization. :

. I was particularly stsuck by the position Myss Hrann .
_takes in her paper* that the work of Marx is fundamentally

wrong: She seems to have such a congeption, and Td fight

* it out all the way withherson that issue, but she seems to

be stepping ferward quite’starkly in the right way. -And I
“*don’t think she’ meahns we,shouldn’t read Marx.

Mr Steadman: Mr. Dragstedt, 'm wondering if what

*Brann EvaT. H What Are the Beliefs and Teaqhmg of St. John’s

College? Occasional Paper.No. 1, Committee on the Liberal Arts, St.
John ] College Santa Fe, New Mexico, April 1978. e
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you said about the discontinuity of tradmon and what you
said about the Meno as proposing the prior task of fighting
the sophists doesn’t suggest that the liberal arts, or the lib-
erating educational experience, should free one from that
tradition? Not that it should free him in the sense of re-
‘ moving him_from it, but that it should enable him to rise
ahove it and enable him to fight the sophists within it. Is
that what you had.in mind? ~
Mr. Dragstedt: Sophistry is something you have to
combat all over again every day, and that means'you have
to fight against phony conversatiori. The task of really get-
. ting to the tradition is the task of creating a genuine rather
than an orgiastic conversation.
Mr. Steadman: Then I'm not sure what*you meant by
: the discontinuity of the tradition.
L. Mr. Haggard: That to experiénce apona isa stop, not
. - a flowing on. You find yourself at a loss with no apparent
way to go on. You have to undergo that and cope with it for
yourself. Understanding doesn’t just keep piling up auto-
,matically as tradlglon accumulates.
Mr. Dragstedt: 1 think Epicurus says, “Hoist full saﬂ P
. and flee from culture.” And right within the culture, within
. the tradition, the greatest thinkers have seen the tradition
itself as the biggest problem. «
‘But whatever one thinks of the Epicureans, it seems to
, .me that confronting the great books nakedly, as we do by-
. <" . meansof the seminar, is a struggle. For the seminar is not
, - simple presentation of the great books as such, as if the
students were Christmas trees standing there to have tinsel
'thrown on theffi. Rather, the great books create there the
conditions for the sharpest kind of struggle for everybody -
within himself. In the seminar, “recollection” in Plato’s
sense of anamnesis, is méthodically induced by the appro-
priate aporematic struggle. -
) Mr. Steadman: From what you say, I gather that you '
. and Mr. Tussman have rather dlﬂ"erent v1ews of what the >

]
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_culture is. You seem to be saying that it’s something gou
must free yourself from, something you must rise above;
and that the tradition, understood in tHe right way, enables

you to rise above the culture.
Mr. Dragstedt: Mr. Tusiﬁ‘l

a

an was saying that the great
a curriculum because what

books ought to be included

, We want to do is pass down the culture. In that case the
culture must clearly be\different from the books. S6 I would
ask him why it is that tReculture hasn’t been able to de-
fend itself simply as a torch worth handing on.-

In a certain sense, I think the problem .of the St”John’s

approach is that it seems to be the only tradition with the
power to fight fox that tradition. Other approaches which
seek to come to the tradition not aporematically, but posi-
. tively, seem simply to sink down beneath the burden. But
the task of actually mobilizing the tradition and-of living
with it is one that the St. John’s program “seems able to
accomphstﬂ)remsely by creating very careful conditions for
. those semin¥rs in which all kmds of other struggles are
taken up as well. :

In our conversation so far we've talked principally about
the seminar; but it must be remembered that the seminar
is the cap-stone of a number of other essential enterprises .
which are carried on in conjunetion with it. I mean the

)arboratones tutorials and so on. In these, provision is made
for the enrichment of terms through ‘engagement with all
kinds of specialized procedures and specialist questions.

. Recently, for instance, I was reading Levi-Strauss with
one of my classes. Levi-Strauss proposes that thie phenom-
- enon of the French Revolution was different when lived
by a sans-culotte and by an aristocrat. At this point the stu-
dents ‘raised the guestion, “Well, is the phenomenon of
Mars the same for Kepler as for Ptolemy?” In this context
of inquiry, the question of Ptolemy’s being somehow, “out-
of-date” would be completely 1rre1evant The really impor-
tant question that has been posed 15, “What is a phenome- ~

<
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non?” Perhaps a phenomenon is simply a line of sight; in -

which case Kepler and Ptolemy could be said to be’ obser-
vationalPequivalent and Levi-Strauss to be in utter con-
fusion as to his proposed basis for scientific analysis.
Such a‘conversation, it seems to me, can take place only.
by the elaboration of many facets. And it is essential that
it should take place. But you cannot expect to bring it about
simply by handing out a book to yout students. '
Mr. Starr: Do ygu mean to be saying something like
this, Mr. "Dragstedt: that. in order to be worthy of our
spiritual heirlooms, we can’t simply receive them as so
much baggage—as things we may memorize and take a

sort of mindless pride in-but that to be worthy of them we~

must learn how to use them, regardless of which ones of

" our spiritual ancestors produced them, or what for? And

in order to learn that, we have to take the chance of dis-
covering that some, at least, of the heirlooms were badly
formed, and that perhaps some part of that ancestral activ-
ity was simply perverse? It seems to me, at least, that that’s

_ what we have to face in order to becothe worthy of an in-

heritance. which, at first, we might be tempted to receive
uncritically, as the glory of our ancestors. Is somethin
like that what you're saying?

~

- Mr. Dragstedt: 1 mean that we can finally become °

good speakers. We can finally become spontaneous and in-
vent new arguments, so far are we from sirtking'down
‘beneath the weight of the three thousand years that are
cluttering us up. For the three thousand years would do.
that, if we didr’t know h&u,to leaven them with conversa-
tion, with dialectic, and if we spoke without orienting our-
selves towards the tradition in the sense you say. But doing
that will free us to think creatively, to invent, that is, and

_ to become oriented towards dialectic as a mode of penetrat

ing appearances and creating new terms, enriching terms,

.and thereby getting to truth. -

I might add that I myself don’t think one can eliminate

38 =B . .
> o _ - :

-

T A%

3




s . . . First Day . s ,
truth from such discussions as this one we're having; but I’
think the problem one has with students, at least in many
cases, is that they want it inme¥¥ately. They don’t want to -
take hypotheses. They want the truth right now. Part of
the struggle of the Meno is just that. Plato says: “No, you'll
have to lock at the slave-boy for awhile.” For, really, you

= can'’t just walk right up and get the grail. You have to take
detours. But-that doesn’t mean we throw the truth out. The
truth is recaptured and defenided in a most emphatlc way,
I think, by our tradition. a
Mr. Steadman: Doesn't that mean, then, that at least
some books which have been very influential in forming
our cujture are not necessarily any part of what we want
+to pass on? For instance, just because certain kinds of
“cop shows” on v happen right now to be very influential,
they are irrfact something we have to get away from. They
constitute an environment that we have to be able toshut
out in order to pass on our real tradition. And I mean our\\
+ tradition here to be opposed to our so-called culture—our
modern American McDonald’s culture. So I can only won-
*der'what are the criteria that Mr. Tussman and Mr. Ascher
would use to judgé which are the important and mﬁuenual
books that we want to avoid. ~
Mr." Ascher: Td prefer to change the terms and to
spedk of “major” books rather than of books that I believe
contdin a truth. I think that way of putting it would have,
. quite different implicatjons. And I am quite sure that, even
sp, - we'd all of us have most of the same books in our cur-
ricula“‘a;%that they'd be the books you have now. There'
" is no question about that.
"Mr. Steadman: But do you want to make sure your
students understand how we have arnved at the McDon-,

, - ald’s culture?
’ " Mr. Ascher: No, 1 don’t think I'd takg%ﬂthat for an edu-,
wCational goal. o - , B ~
, Mr. Steadman: Why not? .

T §oe
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. Mr. Ascher: Well, if you want to’ get at the major
books by doing it that way, I guess I won’t object. But 1
- would ratlrer pose the question in some different form, be-
cause I don’t think your way of putting it in terms, of “the
- McDonald’s culture” suggests the questmns that are crucial
*  now for Americans.
* Mr. Steadman: But how can you tell the difference be-
tween culture taken in that sense and the kind Mr. Drag-
. stedt is talking abom\g'l\‘:):i: able to make that distinction is
why I think it’s crucia ave criteria for great books.
“Mr. Tussman: This is an interesting, complicated, and
difficult question; but jt’s a question that exists within the )
context of formulatmg an educational problem: the prob-
lem, on the one hand, of how to initiate people into a living
-« culture as against the notion of confronting them with the
truth, on the,other. Now I take it that the-friendly issue we
. ha%efore us here is which of these formulations we can
defend or g1ve an account of in such a way as to justify our
paying high educational attention to it? For I take it that,
_ on either view, we would most certainly agree on the cor-
e pus of great, or of ma]or,,boo 3sthat ought to be included
~in a curriculum.
. If we were to discuss more fully the miphcatlons of the
whole concept of initiation into a culture, theni' we would .
begm to see How we make these decisions:
: I'm very, uneasy about our unagexy when'we speak of
“handing on the torch.” I regard it as’a much more funda-
‘mental thing tharf that,suggests, for I think the shaping of
character and the continuation of the community are the
things at stake here. This is a life or death problem It jsn’'t
. at all"a case of “Here’s the torch. Carry i it, if you've gotthe
- ttime, or if you care to.” Actyally, if you want to know who
you are in any real sense, you must see that you gre.a fel-
low of Plato, thinking dbout yéur relation té your com-
mumty, or that you are an Hobbesian, wondering if there
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is any way out except total submission. And so on. So I
*find the imagery of cultural goodies which are being
“passed along” to be very misleading.

I have no way to put what.I mean ekcept to speak of re-
incarnation, and-for me that is ‘the natural way to talk
about it. It's our business to keep our culture going, but it

_ isn’t that-we're “passing it on” like some external things.
We keep it going by becoming a living part of it. And we
are enabled to do this by being ‘initiated into it.

I think St. John’s College is a great institution because it’
does this. And I don’t know of any others that are doing it
very well except by habituating <peopletinto institutignal

-forms which are unintelligible.apart from their background -
and history; so that, for the most part, people are exercising
habits witkout understanding the basis of those habits. ’
And this is to say that in educational institutions students
are not being Jiberally educated.

Mr, Steadman But what criteria do you use to ]udge
what parts, or¢aspects, of the culture you | would want to
reincarnate?

Mr. Tussman: T don’t know yet how I would formulate
particular eriteria in our présent context. At the moment

I'd say it’s the culturefas a whole that I want. -

~ Mry, Steadman Including McDonald's and the cop
shows? : n

Mr. Tussman: I don’t see why I have to make a
case for McDonald’s, but, if pressed, I would probably be
tempted to try.it. When youre dealing with the phe- -
nomena in cons:denng a mass culture, you have to look
at suclf things.

. For instane, if you put together all the legénds of “the
westerner,” you fihd you have a great epic story with he-
roes, vjllains, courage, integrity—all of the human virtues
that are exhibited in warfare. It'sipofentially a great story,

‘ though we haven't yet told 1t greatly. But the epic tradition A\




0

First Day

.
e

. out of which the Iliad came was not built in a day either,
and someday there will be a poet or a-filmmaker who will
*  dofor our culture what Homer did for his.

- Mr. Haggard: Mr. Tussman, all of us know that at
Berkeley you proposed and set up and carried out a pro-
-gram of liberal studies that had some kinship to the St.
John’s program. And you did this in the context of a great
university. This is a very impressive achievement, and it
does seem to me that to accomplish such a thing unghes
an enormous degree of selectivity and an emphasis quite at
odds with what ordinarily goes on in the academic world.
1 think it is from our awareness of these things that the
questions are being directed to you. You have seemed to be
asking us, “Why do you want to press certain distinctions

. upon me?”, while it sesms clear to us that you yourself
must have made those very distinctions when you pro-
posed that such a program as your “experiment at Berke-

*~. ley” was appropriate for undergraduate education.

NN Mr. Tussman: The great_ universities of today do not

N

have an educational enterprise of direct initiation. Indeed,:,

one would have to say that the modern university as a
whole is a continuing exemplification of -our culture, but
in an uncomprehending way. In its way, it does incarnate
and preserve that culture, even though it doesn’t go about
it deliberately by taking seventeen-year-old American boys
and girls and bringing them into it. Instead, the university
‘brings them into it by all sorts of strange and inadequate
« Ways. '

Mr. Starr: Isn't what you're proposing exactly the dis-
tinction pointed out in the Meno between memory on the
-one, hand and something like recollection on the other?
_ That is, one-receives Stories, remembers them, lives in ac-”
cordance with them, and perhaps retells them. And that’s

one sort of initiation into a folkway.
.~ " Butit seems tome.that whatever tribe possesses its story,
its’ ttadmon of memory, in that way only, is in grave dan-
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ger of becoming a sort of dead thing—or’ at any rate, not a.
growing thing. The people within that tribe aren’t encour-
aged and initiated into the further business of trying to
‘N what truth was in the story, or of tryiiig to understand
the motives and the artistry of the best story-tellers. This
latter sort of critical understanding might be akin to recol-
lectioni. Pethaps the one’who possesses this sort of critical
memory eventually becomes the be§t story-teller. At any
rate, he will have, a critical understanding of, the inherited
stoxies. e
"Mr. Tussman: I would agree with you. But, at the low-
_est level, the point about the_story‘is that it must be handed
on. That keeps open the possibility that at some moment
there can be reflection on the story, that the gloss.will re-
appear. And that is a great part of the problem: the stories
are not known. ) ‘ )
Mr. Starr: And 1 entirely agree with, you there. So it
seems to me that the problem is “Can there be moreY” Is
_ there some way in which an edycational institution can
give people the kind of reflective freedom we have been
' talking about"with respect to the received stories? It seem3
to me that you are n6w addressing yourself to the question
“of how one makes possible the necessary initiation into that
self-critical .business of analysis and of Tecovery and of
« rediscovery. o
Mr. Fussman: 1 thought that's what we do—or what
you do—when your students read the great books in a care-
fully structured educational context, so that they da be-
come initjated into it and find, once, they have read Plato,
Plato doesn’t disappear, as yesterday’s thing, but is with’
them for four years..It becomes part of their equipment.
So if, in fact, you succeed in doing this, the question would
be, Why aren’t mopep doing it? - s
Mr. Starr; Istrt that What we're trying to put our finger'
" on? Somehow ¢r other, in these various ways we've been . v
trying to find words for, thege is g difference between “ma-
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jor” books and “great” books. For us, when we read Plato in
our seminars, Plato once again is incarnated and becomes
alive for us. To do that is the pewer of a book which is

“¢  “great.” - -

-Mr. Tussman: I'll agree that that can happen with
some Greek books. It happens sometimes with Plato’s Re-
public, for instance. But take other thingsfyou read. For
example, what would be the greatness of Genesis? :

" Mr. Starr: If I followed what Mr. Dragstedt was say-
ing (this is how I read your oracle, Mr. Dragstedt), I think ~

- he was saying that, in essence our tradition is a philpsophi- ~

, cal tradition. What must be passed on is the shock of com- -
ing to kriew that you don’t know. And that what we call
“great books” are the most efficacious means of radically -

. - bringing about that discovery. Now they don’t always work.”
But every once in a while, we, or our students, say on a
reading or a re-reading, “My God! Can it possibly be that

~ way?” And you stop, having been reduced to perplexity.

I thought you were saying, Mr. Dragstedt, that it is that
act, that experience, which is ipnportant in essence, rather
than merely. seeing that this book doesn’t tally with that
one, and so on. " : .

Mr. Dragstedt: 1 don't like to find myself in the po-
- sition of seeming to advance reduction uniquely. One
couldn’t, after all, read Homer aporematically.
®, It seems to me that the task of maintaining tradition is
to find-the greatest enemies within it and to bring them
into dialectical confrontation with one another. One must,
for instance, see how dangerous an enemy of Plato Homer
really is. To do that, one must entertain the view of Homer
. as the man who could lie better than anybody else. The
struggle of the seminar is to grasp this not as a dead issue
but as a living experience. For, while ‘from one point of
view Homer is the deadliest enemy of all, you must also see
that you can create conversation about him  whereby all*.
sorts of necessary questions can be asked, questions, for
instance, like Who is Odysseus’ son? and What is a son?
15 ‘
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‘Now these are “Who?” questions. And one would have to
say that, sincg Plato himself found it necessary to introduce
characters into philosophical writing, this very fact asks us
what does the question, Who is Theodorus?, h%e to do
with dialectic? Thdt is, what do “Who?” questions have to
do with the nature of conversation? . L.

If you-could really answer the question, “Who?”, then
you would know something about “What?"-about What is
geometry?, for instance. And finally about Whathll a so-
phist?. In this way you would comg to see that the very
opposition betweerr art and conversationcan be brought
wvithinthe same conversation.

I want tq add that I'm horrified at the thought of cen-
sqring literature from the point of view of any ideology.
I think we can have an ideology only if we move into the
tradition with Some special a priori conception of what the
limits of conversation are. In the pfesent instance, you
could have one only if you “knew” what dialectic was, and
only if you “knew” that it didn’t take place in Homer; and
that it could take place only' under the very special condi-
tions created by Plato and Aristotle; No, I don’t think any-
thing useful can be done€ in that way. ' :

To continue with Homer, the sense in which Homersa -

creator, a man who could actually see new figures so as to
see what a son was after the time of the Iliad and to see

* what a son had come to be under changed conditions,

meant that he had to have a very fundamental under-
standing of the matter. And that means he conducted con-

- versations with himself. That dialogue of the soul, the con-
_ versation of Homer with himself, would be a formidable
.+ book. ' ' )

Mr. Nicgorski: Earlier in our conversation Mr. Bart
cautioned us against including in our curriculum books
that we as teachers feel are simply wrong on the most im-
portant things, because-in such cases we as t’géchers run
the risk of looking down on these works as wé'lead discus-

' @ sions on them. That danger I think is very real. On the
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other hand, as Mr. Loomis has remarked, we do have the
experience in our teaching that some books powerfully"
open‘up certain questions for our students, even though
we .as teachers feel that the way these books resolVe those
questions is wholly unsatisfactory. My question, then, is
whether the sheer power of a book to raise important ques-
tigns might not itself be a claim upon us to include that
book in our curriculum, a pedagogical claim, that'is to say?

Maybe a case in point would be Machiavelli’s Prince.
In my experience it almost alWways opens up for the stu-
dents a way into a fruitful discussion of the question
whether the political realm is independent of the ethical
realm, and whether the nature of politics makes that sepa-
ration necessary. This book raises that question very force-
+ fully. Furthermore, it has some- simple cultural impact as
well, 'since students centinually encounter the term, “ma-

-«

chiavellian These considerations seem to me to exert

pedagogical claims upon us. | ,

And yet, for all that, if I were to choose books in terms of
.the positions they take on the relationship between politics
and ethics, I would want to stay away from The Prince.
This is not to say that Machiavelli’s work is dead for me;
the questions it raises are alive but frequently in a different

way or at a different level from that at which they strike

students initially'encountering the book. , o
Now I think my example might stand or fall for any one
of us, depending on his assessment of this particular-book.
But I do think 4 larger question is implicit. Is some criterion
invol¥ed in our choice of books‘for our liberal arts cuyricu-
- lum other than that we expect to find the truth in them?
Are there totally different and purely pedagogical consid-
erations? Of course the question of truth anid the art of'
" pedagogy are not so easily disjointed. If a book were in no
way alive for the seminar leader, I have my doubts that

“he would lead well. . .

Mr. Bart: I would want to say this: it seems to me es-
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sential in undergraduate education that at cer%_h moments
one stops to say, “Wait a minute. Is this right?” If that -
question is not somehow before us most of the time in |
undergraduate education, it seems to me that we're " divore- . -
ing ourselves, as teachers, from where our students are: Or
ought to be. They want to know. And they want help with
. finding eut what’s right. They want to know how to ask the
question, “Is this right?” about a vast variety of claims that
_come before them as to what is right. '
I have felt surest about my discussions )mh students
when we have come to some kind of term§ with the text
and paused to admit to ourselves that we are not-only inter-"
ested in it because of various other considerations, but be-
, cause we want to know whether it in fact seems to show
) - us some real perspective.on the truth of the matter.
Of course I agree with the wonderful $hings Mr. Drag-
stedt has been\saying, but I would want to turn the model
" of the Meno upon him a little bit also. I'm sure he’s not go-
ing to disagree with me. When the -slave boy has been
brought to an aporia from n which he sees no way out, Socra-
tes, in his presence, solves what is implicitly one of the :
+ . most difficult of all mathematical problems and gives him °
a way towardsthe solution. .
That is tosay, M. Dragstedt, I think you are surely right
that our task, especiallywith respect to.the cultyre that is
given to us at any time in history is, first of all, somehow,
to arrest ourselvqs in front of it, to become aware that we
do not really understand it, to shedit as something given,
.and to become distressed at our lack of knowledge in gen- 7
: eral. But it is a- terrifying prospect, if we merely leave our
student there and say, “Thdt’s already a great benefit, and .
that’s enough.” I know that Socrates says ‘that at times. And
to be sure, the one’thus reduced is surely beneﬁtteés'“Bﬁf .
for me, it is significant that the story ends With his also
. offéring somgthmg very important for his further consid-
. eration. You wouldn’t repudlate the model, would ‘you?

);‘
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o Mr. Dragstedt: No. I certainly would agree that a part
of the task.we face is to give content to discussions by offer-
ing paradigms’ of interpretation, paradigms of behavior,
paradigms of procedure. And there are all sorts of ways to,
to this that we think up over the years of our teaching ex-
perience. It's not possible to be heuristic >An  this sense.
There is a certain"sense in which Socrates resorts t a tu-
* * torial policy in confronting the slave boy."
M. Starr: T would'like to propose an irony for our con-
sideration. One of the elements that I recall in the proposal
to set up the Committee on the Liberal Arts was that we
counter a crucial difficulty in finding the proper place for
i (ﬁmatlve works, for works of poetry, in our program of
tudies. Works of philosophy, scientific works, works with
eses, these we are much bsetter able to deal with than
ith this other kind: ikes me now that the ques-
ion of truth—which I think is ig an important way the".
ight question—has led us into a discussion of works which
propose theses by means of arguments for the reader’s con-
sideration. The only examples we have raised of works of |
thé imagination are the Homeric poems and these have
come up two or three times.
It seems to me that we need very ‘much to thmk about
the ways in which the criterion of truth applies, or, indeed,
. whether it applies, not only to works which we may regard as
fundamentally mistaken (as, for instance, some of us seem
to regard Marx or Machiavelli), but also to works whose
intention seems hot to be directly to propose a thesis in the -
way a philosophical work does. And I am wondering in
. what way a philosophical work does. And I am dering
in what way the question of truth arises about works that «
~ don’t préceed either dialectically or demonstratively. -
i Mr. Bart: I can only say a very little bit about that, apd -
w7 - it ‘could only start us off. As Mr. Dragstedt has reminded -°
us, Plato thought that Homer was the enemy, so that there
must be some encounter between Plato and Homer. Mr.
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Dragstedt has given an account of it which I probably don t
a-exactly subscribe to, namely, that Homer had a great con- -
versation with himself. I just don’t.know about that. Ho- .
: mer is cértainly immensely intelligent. '
To take a second step, it seems to me to be clear,, al-
‘ though I haven’t ever defended this thesis,- that Vergil
thought that Homer’s account of the world was altogether
wrong and wrote his poems to set before us a truer account
of the world. Moreover, it is certain and quite explicit that
ante thought the same thing of Vergil’s account, though
nRt in quite the same way. And both of them acknowledged a
thejr debts to their predecessors. I think Dante doks simply |
ert that Vergil’s vision is profoundly defective, and it "
erhs to me that Vergil quite carefully says that Homer |
uts the human question altogether wrongly. ! : . |
Now you might say that those are just my theses about
those works and that they don't really touch the works .
themselves. But to me Vergﬂ is unthjnkable without a sense
of what he was writing against, that is, the &Homeric vigy *
of the world. More proadly, it ds hard for me to conceive

.- of an-artist who did not haye before him orks of other
artists, the inadequacy of whose vision, t to correct.
- ' " Mr. Darkey: Germsiemen, we all at conversa-

tions like this orig do hot end they just stop. Today s tifte
' is up, and' we must stop n0w¢ 11 C}me together a\gq;n%”
tomorrow ﬁfemoo%at thé$ame-ti .
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. unless it was Mr. Bart’s opening proposa-l thata grea‘thpaook

" books instead of fextbooks for instruction, it is probably

— .. .posed. These just might be the libe
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&Darkey Yesterday we addressed ourselves to the
implications of our common use of great ‘books as instru-
ments of liberal education, and, among other things, com-
pared our experience-with this practice. Although we talked ‘
for some two hours, we never did produce even a tentative -
workmg statement of what it is that makes a book great—

is one in which we think we might find the truth™ So we
could go-on witlr that discussion. Instead, however, let me -
propose a different topic, which will surely build on the pre:
vious discussion, but from arfother viewpoint.

Iﬂthe colleges we here represent differ from other Amer-
ican undergraduate colleges in our common use of “great

B

even more anomalous that we prescribe highly structured
curriéila Af]lor ur students and offer virtually no elective -
courses. All of our students are required to study the same
sub]ects {The: assumptions, philosophical, pedagogical or
whatever, that lie beneath this formal outward characteris-
tic ought to be examined. The use of great books does not

seer of itself to dictate specific curricular arrangements
On the other hand; reading great books may imply a
necessity to teach certain arts. Minimally, these would be
the arts one must possess to remgﬁ;f books that are pro-
ar.ts It seems to me

“ped
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that for u$ at St. John’s 'the major assumptions, which have
functioned as exploratory hyfotheses, are that these funda-
mental arts are the arts of language and the arts of mathe-
matics; and-that a neii problemgfaces, us in the twentieth
century in trying to understand the laboratory arts,

‘But I think that at St. John’s we understand the“ninar
—or rather the activity that goes on there—to,be _the center
of our teachmg enterprise, and that the four or five other
divisions ‘of the curriculum are thought of as being in
various ways ancillary*to the seminar. Is this ass ption -
common to all of us here today? I think I ought to%dd, by
the way, that I am not quite sure that all of my colleagues
on the St. John’s faculty would agree with what I have just
said about them.

“Mr. Berquist: 1 don’t thmk it would be true to say that -
our program a‘t.gmmas Aquinas College is-ordered to the
seminar. We havg ordered our curriculum according to the
principles of phlosophy and theology. The séminar we see
as being a valuable initiation to the art of i mqun'y, but not
as a central or final method.

Mr. Steadman; But you haven't .said in what mode
your inquiry into philosophy and geology takes place I
gather it’s not by means of the seminar? ‘
. Mr. Berquist: Our teachmg procedure in these in- -
quiries is similar in some ways to a seminar, but it's closer,.

I 'think; to what you at St. John’s would call a tutorial, and
that’s what we call it ourselves. Discussions there are much
more structured than seminar discussions usually are. And
it inquires Into matters where the teacher wants to pro-
ceed more formally.

. Mr. Ddrkey: De you mean it tal%sqthe form of an
explication de texte?

Mr. .Berquist: Sometimes it can take that form, yes.
But it’s impossible to do that altogether, given the size of
the works we read. I think it’s ffiore like the way both you
and we read Euclid’s Elements. We move from point to "
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point and one thlng builds - upon another. Clearly, some
points will be discussed more thoroughly than -othérs. In
manner, though, it's also something like a sefninar—the
*  students speak to orle another and carry-on conversations
among themselves. It’s not at all a Tecture by the teacher. :
- Nevertheless, our philosophy and t‘heology tutorials are, I ©
s "~ think, more strictly structured by the sub]ect matter they v
"© address than a seminar i.
oo Mr. Darkey: You have uggested that it’s analogous
to the way we study mathematies in our tutorials. How do
you mean that? ¢
" *Mr. Bequist: In this way: in both cases you're deal-
ing with the method of a particular Science, not with a
. general method of inquiry, as you are in the seminar. Dia-
. lectic, at least as Aristotle conceived it,"can be brought to
bear on any sub]ect and_that is most appropriate to the
general discussions of the seminar. But in addition, there
are particular methods which are. proper to particular sci- Jom
ences. In geométry, for instance, you must deal with con- -
- - struction as one part of the method. We think there are °
proper methods in the other sciences, too~in phllosophy of
' nature, in ethics, and in metaphysics. .
O Mr. gt\eadman Well, if we at St. John’s were to say
- that we Structured our program around the science of '« |
 mdthematics, for instance, and therefore around the math-
ematics tutorial, and that we related all our othex studies*
'to that, wo‘uldnt that be an assertion that We are not trying
.." to give_a Jiberal education, but rather 4n education in‘a .
partlcular science and a pafticular method? So I ask you
* if you're not really!saymg that your curriculum r‘g,uns at giv-
ing an éducation in phllosophy and gxgnlegy nather than a
liberal education? e
. .. sMr. Berquist: ‘I'dputit this way: were aiming at the g
. whole, nof at theFart, We see this whole as having a cer-
tain stmct/ ure and a certain order. Some of the parts of that
/wh’le are more pnnc1pal than others We don’t study phi- =~ -
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* loophy only for the sake-of theology; and yet we study it -
< more for the sake of theology than for.its own sake. Sowe
" are diming at a univegmucatmn but we understand
_ that to mean that therd)js an order to the parts that must
be studied.-But'I think I'm repeating myself. hd
Mr. Steadman: Would it be fair to say it's an educa.
tion in the humanities with a rhiajor iu philosophy? -
-Mr Berquist: Perhaps. But with this distinction: we
hold that there really is a major in theology, because that’s
the nature of liberal education. Its parts are of unequal
,mg_alue )
Mr. Steadman So your assertion is. that liberal educa-
tion requires a major in a particular science?
Mr. Berquist: 1 think it would be fair to say that,
‘though I woulant understand the word “major” the way
it’s used in the American college system, where it goes

alon%ﬂ\:lth electives and credits and a lot of ether things

that are totally irrelevant to what I intend. So, really, when
you put it that way I think you're making it ‘much less clear
-than it was before.

Mr. Steadman: What I meant to ask was whether you
aim at professional specialization' by the undergraduate?

Mry Berquist:- I don’t think that's the right question.
We don’t aim at such specialization in order to prepare a
student to enter the profession of theology, but because
theology is intrinsically better. . ) i

Mr. Darkey: Aren’t you saying, Mr. Berquist, that the
architectonic of your whole curriculum is phllosophlcal?

Mr. Berquist: Philosophical and theological. Mr. Stead-
man asked what ‘we are doing‘about liberal education after -
1'had.said we order our curriéulum to the principles of
philosophy and theology. I took his question to be whether .
we were studying a part rather than the whole; and Tan-
swered him in the light of that objection. I guess my an-
swer, formally put, is that we are studying the whole, but
that we sge the whole as having an order among ‘its parts, .
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and that philosophy and theology ,are ‘the sciences which

really provide that order.
‘ Mr. Steadman: Yes, that's why I charactenzed itasa
curricular major. ’

Mr. Ascher: Mr. Berquist, would you tell us. a little
more about the role of the seminar at Thomas Aquinas Col-
lege? What kinds of readings do you take up, for example?

Mr. Berquist: We take up literary worksdn the semi-
nar, and histerical works. And we also take up in the semi-
nar suchaphllosophlcal works as we believe do not require

he kind of close reading we give to those works we study®
m the philosophy tutorial. For example, we don’t think _
you can extract much of the intelligible content of Aris- *
totle’s Physics without spending a great deal of time on the
details, so, as I said a few minutes ago, we teach it the way
Euclid’s Eleménts is'taught at St. John’s. The Elements and
the Physics simply aren’t works you ¢an plunge into just
anywheyre—there’s a'proper, startmg place, and the order of

the steps you take is, to a large extent, dictated by the .
g. There’s sm’xply Ro gettmg N

nature of what y
around that.

Mr. Steadman: 1 ceptainly agree that we do’ that yery
thing with Euclid. My wprry is that if I then went on ‘and
_said, “Furthermore, I want my students to study mathe~
manos because that is the mdst important- pa;t of

dies arid the other liberal arts are ordered to it,” I would

ink thas in that case I was not giving a libéral educatlon

but instead a specialized professional education. For I don’ t

see.that liberal education does have the kind of order you
have in mind.

Mr! Berquist: If* you should order your educatmn
entirely to mathématics, the serious question woqld be,
Haven’t you set up as the principal scienc®one which, in
point of fact, isn’t principal at all? You'd simply have
* chosen' the wrong ordering prmc1ple

.
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Mr Haggard Surely none of us would mclude,mathe— .
matlcs and laboratory science in our gurricula unless we
tHought it possibl€ to treat them liberally. And I'm per-
fectly clear that no one of us here today supposes a curricu-
lum can’claim # be a liberal arts curriculum in our com-
mon meaning of the term simply because it requires its
students to read books chosen from our reading lists. Stu-
dents irt humanities progrgms everywhere read these same
books, but the meanings of those enterprises are altogether
dlfferent from the meaning of ours. )

It's hard to characterize that'difference except by saying
. that oir main concern is not to study about philosophy and
philosophizing, but to philosophize. We want to engage ac-
tively in the very inquiry. that the book ‘itself proposes or
reports, because the book is the authior’s account of his own
experience with that inquiry. We want to try reflectively
and imaginatjvely to grasp for ourselves what he thmks he
has seen and what his reasons are for thinking as he ddes,
-So the basie question of liberal education doésn’t seem at
all to be one of mere curricular ‘arrangements—of whether,
for.instance, the tutorial subserves the sgminar.
Maybe you-don't mean to assert that.Mr. Steadman but
. you seem tome to be heading in that direction. «

Mr. Berquist: 1t would be a strange thing, too, Mr.
Steadman, to base liberai education on the:assumption that
there is no order in the sciences. And yet, inweffect, that
seems to b€’ your position. You seem to be mamtammg that
there is a kind of opposition between "being liberally edu-
cated and recognizing and acting on an existing order.

"Mr. Steadmdn: 1 think I was trying to say what Mr.
Haggard has said much better, namely, that'l am very re-
luctant to impose in advance any particular order upon the .
inquiry of the seminar by pos1t1ng thdat some particular.
method of i inquiry is the uniquely right one. I want the book

. itself to tell us how to read it, and I want it of itself to raise

4
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the questions we discyss. I don’t want to come to the book
supposing in advance that I know either what it contains
or the one right technique for reading it. .

Mr. Berquist: What you've just said doesn’t bear on
what we were saying earlier. ’ Co

Mg. Steadman: 1 thought it did. When you say that.
there is an order to the sciences, don’t you mean that there
is some one science by means of which we ought to deal
with all the rest? That there is a method? I thought you
were saying, “I have a particular science which i§ univer-
sal, and I can use it to tell me how to deal with books that
present themselves.” .

. Mr. Berquist: No, I didn’t say that. In fact, I explicitly
denied that whep I said that all of the sciences have their
own proper methods. But that doesn’t prevent one science
from being ordered to another. You could conceive of geom-
etry as being ordered to astronomy, as it seems the older
educators did, and still recognize that there are differences
. in method between astrénomy and-geometry.

C Mr. Nicgorski: But some one particular stience is the
architectonic? ,

‘Mr. Berquist: Of course. My position doesn’t*negate
the distinction in methods. In fact, it requires the distinc-
tion; since, if there were only one method, there really
would only be one science.” ~ ¢ -

Mr. Haggard: Would you say more;though; about- the
* way you understand the ordering of your cutriculum ac-

cording to the principles of theology and philosophy to he
of the essence of liberal edGication? It seemed to me that
you meant to assert that the very liberal quality of your-
education lies precisely in its being appropriately ordered to
the ultimate.end, and.to the correct primary goals '
_Mr. Bé¥guist: Yes, I did mean that. I would s#y that
* education would riot be truly liberal without thay kind of
order. ’ :
You yourselves at St. John’s certainly have elgments of
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‘that Kind of ordering, and maybe in abundance. For in-
stance, to study Euclid’s geometry is to propose one sort of
order. Or take what Mr. Bart said yesterday. If your goal i5
to grasp thetruth, to understand to the best of your ability
the way things are, it seems to me very obvibus that; when
you begin to reflect, you discover that not. all truths are of
the same order, or even that they are not all equally true.
For example, I could memorize the telephone directory and
get all those names down just right. That would be a kind
of truth, but a truth that’s not very true and not much
worth knowing.
So, once you start out with the premise that your goal is

to understand the truth, right away you see that there is an

inequality’among the objects of knowledge. Eternal things’

are more worth knowing than temporal things, higher
- things more so than lower things, living things than things
" that are notalive. Right away all kinds of distinctions come

tolight, so that you say, “If I'm going to seek t understand
the fruth, I'm going to be concerned primarily with those

things which are truer.”

* Mr. Steadman: I guess I'd like-to know in what sense
theology is architectonic: When you first agreed to that for-
mulation, I supposed you meant that theology is used to

" provide a scherne for understandmg other things. Now I'm
" not sure whether you've denied this or not. So let me ask,
_In what sense does theology order the other siences?

. Mr. Berquist: Let me give you an example, if I can. |
When you start to study a science, you begin with that part
which is easier and more accessible to a beginner, Then, as
you progress, it becomes possible to compare what you
learned first with what you learned later. I mean that you
begin to learn about particular things consideréd by them-
selves; arrd then later you Can make rélationships among
the things you have learhed. For example, understandings
your'students have reached in the study of mathematics
may at some later moryrnt ‘havea beanrig upon their study/

- . 47

.58



Second Day

of natural science and even, perhaps, their study of ethics.’

At Thomas Aquinas.College we do hold that the consid-
eration of these same matters from the perspective of the-
ology is of a higher order than the consideration of them as
particular sciences: Of course we study Aristotle’s Physics
as it’s written, and we have long discussions about nature—
we donrt do this from a “theologlcal” perspective. And we do
think also that a later reconsideration of these same mat-
ters from a theological perspectlve is an enterprise of
greater intrinsic merit. But ’of course we could never under-
take the second unless we had done, the first. ’

Mr. Steadman: 1 think I' understand now what you
mean. .

Mr. Haggard: But agam it seems to me that this poses_
a most interesting question for all of us. Your position, put’
in its strong form, forces us to,ask whether, without that
proper ordering and that proper end, education can be” x
liberal in any.true sense. .

Remembering yesterday’s conversation, I think all of
us subscribe in somereal way to Mr. Bart’s. formulation
that we read the great books because we expect to find th
truth in them. But the djscussion yesterday kept moving
‘back and forth trying to face the queéstion, What intrinsic
characteristics of a book tejl us that it is great? What cri- .
teria do wé use to make that judgmeh{? -

You seem to be saying today, Mr. Berquist, that the study
of theology, which is at the center of your curriculum at
Thomas Aquimas College, provides the criteria for making
thgt judgment, and, moreover, prov1des a schema. for or-
‘dering your various studies into a meaningful whole.

For us at St. John’s, I think it may be more difficult to
say just what the corresponding principle is. And we must
have failed to reflect in some impqrtanit way, if we don’t

' know what we mean by saying that our education is lib-
eral and yet lack a ready answer to the question you put to
us. And it does seem to me to be an altogether appropriate
question.

-




L

-»

Second Day

. Mnr. Berquist: We see it this way. If you think that the *

Christian Revelation is truly from God and is a reliable
way, then you're going to have one view of liberal educa-
tion. If you think it’s bogus, youre going to have another.
For us here today,-the question about the real nature of
liberal education does depend upon one’s answer to that
. prior question. <

That is to say, you can't set out-and say, ‘Thls is what
liberal education must be in ordeér to be itself, and therefore
there must be a God.” Rather, it’s that, havmg seen that
God as a principle exists, you can’t aveid, saying to your-
self, “Really, it seems that all my studies ought to be .or-
dered to a kpowledge of that ultimate principle.” I isn't
that this is,the only thing worth knowing, but that one sees
that God is incomparably more worth knowmg than any
of-these other things. - R

Everything depends upon that questlon Everything.
That's why it's such a problem for us; peopIe so often, try
to give an account of what liberal educatiofi is and fail to

confront the deeper issue about-the nature of things. Yet - ’

2

the nature of educatlon ought to follow from the nature of '

things.

Mr. Haggard: 1 certainly shouldn’t speak for Mr. Bart
since he speaks so well for himself; but I would suppose
that he wouldn’t want, any more than I would, to have to
choose between these alternafives. I certainly wouldn’t
want to regard the claims of Christianity as “bogus™; yet I

* don’t think that St. John’s takes these claims as the end to
which our curriculum is explicitly ordered. And still, the

Christian claim is very significant in our studies here.

Mr. Steadman But to return to the question of how
one arranges the order of studies, I wouldn’t want to say, as
you did, that we must start off-with the easfer things and
work up to the harder. After all, we begin with the Iliad

and Plato and Aristotle, arid then go on from ‘there. For .

our practical purposes we adopt a roughly chronolog1ca1
order.

3
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Mr. Berquist: I'm not going to insist on that. I only
meant to say that in order to compare things among them-
selves, you first have to grasp each one of them in some
way. In the case of theology, you possess certain principles
in terms of which you ¢an see ta¢ unities and the subordi-
nations of things.
Mr. Steadman: You mean of other things?
Mr. Berquist: Of other thmgs yes. The theologlcal

“principles are the principles in terms of which you.see

those other things, and not vice versa.

Mr. Steadman: That’s the way I was understanding
you. In your teaching at Thomas Aquinas College you use
a parncular method for approaching each of the books you

read in the seminar, and you look at all of them from a 3~

particular point of view. But I see us at St. John’s as trying
to read each book without presupposing that a particular
method is the right way to read or to compare it. In my -
own teaching I try to let each oo)\ell me how I must
compare it and on what terms I must take it.

.- Mr. Berquist: Let me say once more that I am nat talk--* - °

ing about anythlpg that substitutes for what you are speak- °
ing of, but about something additional. There is no place i in
the study of Euclid’s geometry where we consider it in a

theological perspective. Consideration of a theological perej

spective on anything whatever wiulid properly belong to th

- study of theology. One must let the sciences be themselves.

We certainly do not hold, for example, that there is any
Christian mathematics, as opposed to mathematics of some
other kind. - %

And I mean to admit Vzry freely that we at Thomas
Aquinas have a harder job'trying to say what it is that we
are trying to accomplish than you at St. John’s have.

Mr. Bart: Don’t we, however, by this discussion gain
a point that we may have in common with Mr. Berquist?
I, for one, am extremely grateful for his insistence upon the
importance of the whole in any serious consideration of
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liberal education. And I would agree.that any real concern »

with the way things are necessarily raises the question of -
whether there is a wh.ple or not. Now to say that is admit-
tedly to say a good deal less than you have said, Mra Ber-
quist. But I think that liberal undergraduaté ‘education
ought to postulate as a fundamental tenet the necessity of
. inquiring into the possibility of a unity of knowledge. One =
must inquire whether there is some viewpoint from which '
. all knowledge might be put into order. * - , < &
H . To postulate that may distinguish your own notion of
what is possible in liberal education from gurs: For us it
seems to be enough to seek fo discover whether ‘with the
, help of these writings and these arts, we%an discern either
an actual whole or even the poss1b111ty of a whole. The very
possibility, for us, would already be very nfuch, That postu- >
lated inquiry, I think, must in practice undérlie our educa '
tion. And I would say inores.that tenet is oposs1bly ‘the most
important single criterion fqr our selection of the books" on
which we have constructed the ‘St, John’s curnculum I
= would guess that our’selection of what becks to ‘include -
rhight reveal our sense of what kind of whole is p6551ble .
some point of view from which we suspect things might be
seen as a whole. For we are regularly asked by propénents
.. of special dlsc1plmes why we select some one book for
5. study rather than aijother.'I believe,that our single,most
important criterion js that a truly great book must 'have
some view or'some 1mphcat10n of wholeness. /
.= I know my réply is not completely satisfactory to you,
* . Mr Berquist. You and we cannot meet perfectly, huf your .
positing that a concern “with the whole .of-knowledge is an :
~ ' integral-part of liberal education establishes a deep com- .
.mon ground for us. .
Mr. Szmpson The dlfference we have—and its seenag -
a problem on one sidé of the table'and as a pnnelple onthé -
ather—is whether the seminar inquiry is properly the focus . -
of oyr uridertaking or whether tutorial exposifion is. Now
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if it is clear that there actually is an order which can be
found by following certain disciplines in the right ways,
then the study. of those disciplines must be made primary,
and the ‘tutorial in which they are taken up mustbecome
the main channel of insteuction. On the other hand if the

_existence of such an order has to be stated as a question,

then that question, as a real, felt question, will be the en-
ergizing principle of the seminar throughout the four years
of study and it will remain the center of everything. All
other curricular engagements will be ancillary to that one
real’ question from which the energy derives.

The seminar itself, it seems to'me, is usually disorderly
by its nature. I know we all think we see themes and prin-
ciples of organization in the seminag, but we"never feel
enough confidence in any of them to urge that there is only”
one right order for reading the books we read. We always
catch glimpses of underlying problems that we can see
might overturn any possible proposed order. So I think that
here at St. John’s the search for order, which we undeytake
in the seminar, is in itself a disgrderly search.

Mr. Darkey: I think we all do agree-that to carry on a
program of liberal.education we must in one way or an-
other seek a view of the whole and keep our eye on that as
an ultimate principle of everything wé do. Unless we can

.do that, there will be no way we can avoid the combined

sacial, peofessional and psychological pressures towards

‘those sorts of fragmentations which destroy liberal educa-

tion as such.
On thedther hand, the sorts of questions we must in con;
science take up.with our students .are not the sorts for

which solutions are easily possessed Whatever under- |

standings one may achieve in these areas “Must continually
growyand fleepen and be revised and repossessed, or even
discarded and replaced with others, by’the sometime

* student as he gains more experience and grows more re-
. mote from the academic situation in wh1ch he first.con- .
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fronted the fundamental questions of whole and part So
viewed, it is not a question of an institutional.position im-
plemented by a curriculum of study, or even a question of
what the student may be doing while he is actually engaged
with his liberal academic studies. Rather, the question
seems to me to be, What can a callege do to jnsure his
continuing liberal education after he graduates?

Looked at in tHis way, it seems to me that one may want -
to address the matter of the student’s continuing intellec-
tual life in terms of possessing the liberal arts. I am-per-
suaded that it is the business of liberal education to help
young men and women to acquire the arts of the intellect
as the necessary instruments for the growth and expan-
sion of their human expenence throughout the rest of.their
lives.

From this pomt of view, and in the light of what you
have been saying about your curriculum, Mr. Berquist,
which would be the arts you would want to unpart?

Mr. Berquist: 1 think our views about the arts are
pretty much the same as yours. That is to say, we teach

- grammar, logic and the mathematical arts. We like to build

these agts both theoretically and practically. We spend
some time studying the doctrine of Aristotle’s Organon
itself as a text, but we also try to pay careful attention to
its use in practice. And we spend some time on the formal
study of gram?ﬁar taking up-questions, such as What is a

. noun? What is a verb? and so on. And throughout all four

\
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years we try to pay attention to the way our students use
‘these arts:

I don’t think we. have any great differences between us
on the question of which' arts are-to be taught. To repeat
what I've already said, I think the difference between you
and us would be put in terms of something additional in
our case. We think that the various parts of philosophy
. have distinctive methods of procedure in addition to those
" that are common to all of’ them Spemal a?tentlon must be




Second Day i) v
given to those methods which are in fact distinct. So we
want to acquire the method that is proper to the natural-
ist, the one that is proper for the moralist, maybeeven the
one that is proper to the wise man. In all of this we pretty
much follow the well-known text of Aristotle where he says
at the beginning of Parts of Animals that a well-educated
person is one who has acquired at least the basic parts of
all the methods of all the sciences, so that he knows what
is appropriate in each case as well as what is common to
several or to all.

Mr. Bart: In what you have been saying the word
method has been a very important term. Without meaning
to be captious, could I ask whether what you are meaning

- by method is -quite what Mr. Darkey meant by art? Or at
least is there some clear way I'can transform the one term
into the other? ' - ) ' .

. Mr. Berquist: I guess you'd have to ask Mr. Darkey
what he meant by art.
_ Mr. Bart: Really, I meant to be asking you what you
meant by method, if I may be so rude as to persist; since I
" think even in Greek methodos might be understood differ-
ently by people with different views. - o
Mr, Berquist: Let mé’try then. Could ‘we begin by v
stating the situation th4t makes art necessary? Art be-
comes necessary when there is an end to be reached and
we haven’t been equipped by nature to reach that end.

For example, I eat my food and swallow it, then nature’ s

takes care of the rést. I don't néed to learn any procedure
to digest my food—I have it by nature, But I carry on other
activities for which I don’t have that kind of right sequence
built into me. But to get to my goal I still have to follow=a
certain number of steps in the right order, just as nature
does. If 'm making something, I shave to discover those
steps and the right order for carrying them out, and then
I have to apply my understanding. Art is that kind of enter-
prise. It’s a knowledge of how to reach some given end
through means that are not determined by nature. -

65 .,




-,

S I

Ls- =~

Seccmd Day

- In philosophy, too I thmk we need an art of mqulry
Thags why we have logic. Socrates made the momentous -

discovery that nature has not equipped us.with a method

for arriving at the truth, and he saw that we need a method

for getting there. For instance, in the Meno. he’ addresses
the question of definition. He says to Meno over and over -
again—and Meno refuses to believe him—that you can’t tell
whether something is teachable unless you first know what
it is. That, I say, is a very simple point of metho}l\ if you
want to getato that goal there, you must start here and pro-

ceed by the right way. s

Mr. Steadnian: The way you put this puzzles me. You
say you're going to get to your end only.by following certain
steps in order, and you talk about methods for reaching
those ends as if they were really well laid out and pretty
clear. That just doesn’t seem to be the case at all, not even
. in mathematics, not even in Euclid’s Elements, which is
such a clear and beautiful case of a book that is very well
ordered and highly teachable. It turns out, when you ex-
amine the book, that Euclid could have arranged his propo-
"~ sitions in many dlffefent ways. '

For fnstance, if the goal of Book I is to get to Proposmon
47, the Pythagorean” proposition, he could have done it
with fewer than half the nymber of propositions he actu-
ally includes. He'really needs only about twenty to get
there.

SoI guess I don’t take those intellectual skills and tech-
niques that we call the liberal arts to be methods that are
as mechanical as the ones you describe. ..

Mr. Berguist: I would make a distinction between me-
chanical and determined. I would also say-‘your example
establishes my point: Proposition 47 does not depend on
every proposmon that comes before it, but it does depend
upon some of them. And you can’t get to that proposition
without them. - '

" Mr. Steadman: Even that’s not true, I think. There are
o many different ways to prove that p):oposmon and many
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of them don’t have much to do with the propositions with
which Euclid chooses' to approach it. I think there’isn’t any
method Which is uniquely necessary for getting thére.

Mr. Berquist: Let's make d& wager.” After wé adjourn
today, we'll go to'a. classroom, and T'll bet you can’t dem-
onstrate Proposition 4 without using Proposition 32.

Mr. Steadman: Yes. But I can do it with many. differ-
ent vexsions of Proposition 32. '

Mr. Berquist: But not withaut it?_~ .

- Mr. Steadman: Well, without anything that looks like
it; because you can use a different postulate frony Euclid’s
Fifth Postulate. . ’

Mr. Berquist: I'd love to argue more particularly with
you about that. >

¢  Mr. Steadman: But it’s true. You could perfectly ,yveﬁ

use an alternative postulate in place of the Fifth. '

Mr. Haggard: I wonider if that’s quite the point? You
waglldn’t deny, would you, Mr. Steadmars;-that the order
Eucld actually adopts is probablyto some end?

Mr. Steadmian: Yes, I'd agree to that.

r. Haggard: Euclid has some goal in mind, somé
end, shme place he wants to arrive at. If we could see that
goaf clearly, it would help us understand why e selects
and-orders his propositions as he does. Surely ‘that's what
governs what you're both saying, and you don’t have any
dispute. .

Mr. Berquist: It sounded like a dispute to me. I
thought it was about the starting poing of an inquiry. = .

Mr. Haggard: I don’t think Mr. Steadman disagrees
with you about’ that. He is saying that the end -is ot
uniquely determined by the character of the propositions
and their relationships. Euclid, for example, certainly made
selections, probably with an eye to the problem of dealing
with irrational magnitudes. But in any case, he does have
a goal, and I don’t supposé you'd disagree that the goal is¥
correlated with the ordér of the propositions?

82&,‘@;’52 56 .
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" Mr. Berquist: Let mé make this point to you. There is
art to the extent that the megpns are.determined. *If you
could get- to your goal in just any way, no matter what you
did or in what order you did it, there would be no schools
and no teaching. Everythmg ‘would Just happen by nature,
if it happened at all. It is'clear that it does make a differ-
ence what order you proceed in and how much time you
spend on such and such a thing. To the extent that this is
the case and that the necessary order is dlscoverable you
have an 4rt.

Mr. Loomis: As I recall the course of our conversa-
tion, this question about method first arose when we were
talking about the relationship between the seminar and the®
tutorial. I have been wondeging whether we might not say

the seminar does have method, but in a different sense of ~
“the word than the one I understood Mr. Berquist to be giv-

ing it. To say something about the other possible sense of
the term, I'm gojng to borrow some words from a col-
league of mine at St. Mary’s College who tried to write
doWn some thmgs about the seminar. He said this: -

The seminar stands typically to the other parts\of
the curriculum as & whole to parts. In comp with
the tutorials, its intent is total and its accomphshment is
1ncomplete '

' . In each part of the program students are thinking
and talking and writing to each other about things. But ,
the questioning in the seminar—again, typically, rather
than invariably—would engage things not in this or that
aspect (as observable and measurable, as diverse aspects
of the human mind) but i their roundness against the alt
.and nothing of human life and being. And it would im-
"plicate the persons of all the participants in their moral
and theological depths rather than primarily as-appren-
tices in the liberal-arts. If the seminar is an arena for the
exercise of the diverse liberal arts forming in the several
tutorials, the liberal arts are here employed and directed
by a sort of apprentice or journeyman wisdom. If the sem-

-
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inar is EO\W of the curriculum as a whole, it
s not as a sum to addends, but, say, as a square to roots.*

I would 11ke to read one more passage from this paper in
view of Mr. Berquist's saying at the beginning of todays
conversation that™y the curriculum at Thomas Aquinas
College the tutorial nyight be more central than the seminar

" and take precédence over it. If you say that, it seems to me
that you give another meaning to the word seminar, for
’ then the femmar is seen from a different point of view.

" But if you'see the semindr as taking pregedence it seems to
me' you might say this:

Conversation within a tutorial, whlle;xt may| be qulte
various and full of surprises, is bound to the dephands of
a.subject matter and a formal object and mgthod. Meet-
ings of-the tutorial are sequential and gradudl. Each sem- -
inar, on the other hand, is an original venture at the all-
together or all-at-once and may best flourish in forgetful-
. ness of any other seminar meeting, even of earlier méét-
e . * ings on the same book. The conversation, while it may

concentrate on some small point which seems to hold the
~ world, may go wherever the spirit blbws in following the
demands of the argument which arises out of the all-or-
- nothing of things and these persons. To some extent the
. s . virtue of the tutorial is bound up with its temporality, but

, a good seminar is unprecedented.*

In view of the passages I'veYjust read, I wonder whether
anyone else besides me would be willing to call the seminar-
*methodical? T don’t think the seminar proceeds by nature,
like digestion. I do think it proceeds methodically, though
- without foreknowledge of where it is going, since it always
has within jt the structure of its own argument. I mean
that anyone who says something must be able to give an

. account ‘of how what he says is related to what went before.
3 ) s *Lanigan, Joseph, unpublished paper. - »
*Ibid. ,
Q ‘ 58 *
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But I don'’t think that kind of method js describable in the
way Mr. Berquist describes the method of the tutorial, es-
pecially of the mathematics tutorial, as the method which
he believes is to take precedence in a curriculum of liberal.
arts. .
Mr. Haggard: It’s not even clear to me that under the
best seminar leader the discussion proceeds with art, let
alone method. The things that are said by the various par--
ticipants seem to come from all sorts of directions, though,
hopefully, they contribute to a whole. Openness and recep-*
tiveness and alertness and imaginatiop seem to be far more
essential than having aclear notior! in advance about a

)

specific goal or order of the disgussion. In.fact, a leader can ¢ *

take therlife completely out of a seminhr discussion by
having a particular goal clearly in mind, by knowing, that
is, just what is the point that the students opght to get or
that they haven’t yet got in the book being discussed. A semi-
nar discussion won't really have any life unless the students
art piecing together for themselves their own understand-

ing of the book, even though such a preliminary under-

standing has many, inadequacies. Inadequacies, by the
way, which it's often risky to try to correct. I suppose we.

all make such attempts, but it's a waweyou can strangle a

drscussmn At least I can. ’

Mr:sLoomis: 1 wonder if there is a Sense of method
which wouldn't strangle, couldn’t strangle? ,

Mr. Nicgorski:, Mp. Loomis seems to be putting Mr.

i . Haggard’s point in other terms. Leaving the term method
" to one side, could we say that there are pnncrples for the

diection of the seminar?

Mr. Steadman: Maybe it’s one of the -principles that
there be no method. w-

Mr. Loomis: Your saying that makes me remember
Mr. Bart's asking Mr. Berquist, “What do you.mean by
metho%?"’ I guess it might be a pnnmple of the seminar
that it follows no method. Seminars certalnly arent and

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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maybe they can’t be‘,ulike exercises for Descartes’ Ruies for

" the Direction of the Mind. To me they always end up look-

ing like fragments of Platonic dialogues, very small frag-
ments sometimes. Often it takes me-months to be able to
see them this way. That's why I was wondering if there
isn’t spme sense of method that couldn’t possibly strangle,
that couldn’t even be misused to strangle? .

Mr. Steadman: I think you've helped me find a way to
say what I wanted to say earlier today. The only way Ican
be sure I'm not going to strangle a text is by not coming to
it as’if I knew the right methéds+for. reading and talking
about it. Rather, I must come to it willing to let the con-
versation happen by itself, as an unprecedented event. The
description you read to us a few minutes ago was very good.
It’s-absolutely true that one must let the book and the con-
versation about it try as it can to discover for itself and on
the spot the right-way to approach it. So, I too think there
isn’t any method for seminars.

Mr. Loomis: 1 don’t believe I'm thinking about the
liberal arts and their relationship fo method in the same
way the rest of you are, and maybe my way is really bizarre.

If the liberal arts were methods, and:if one taught meth-

"ods by tutorial instruction, then there could be tutorials for

°

teaching the liberal arts as distinct from those in which,
say, the mathematical or grapimatical arts are taught; and
§tudents could come to the seminar discussions already
having learnt, or partially learnt, the inethods of the liberal
arts. But it seems to me they come to the seminars to learn
what can’t be taught in the tutorials, The special thing to .
be learnt in the seminar s how to proceed when you
haven’t been told what method to use and when the topic
you want to think about hasn’t 'been sorted out and ar-
ranged in such a way that you can see how to proceed
according to a method you have alreally acquired. I don’t
think any of this means that you can't, or don't, proceed
methodically in the seminar.. But in order to say-that you

71 80 . o
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do; I think you have to find some analogous but d1fferent
meaning for method.
I say this because I don’t think the truth about good
«seminar discussions can really be that they are s1mp1y non-
methodical, while the liberal arts themsélves are methods
That's not possible, is it? :

Mr. Haggard: No, T donit think that “But isn’t it true
that the seminar is characterized by an atténtion to the
whole in a way that the tutorials are not? Or at least not for
us at St. John’s. For instance, in a tutorial we may stop for
a very long time over a few lines of a text, if we need {3,

mg to,open them up. On the other hand, in our semi-
we try to read and discuss very difficult texts whole
and in a few hours, or, at most, in a few sessions.

Mr. Loomis: I was thinking of ‘whole” in a different
sense from that. I was meaning it not in the sense of a
whole work to, be read and discussed, but iri the sense of
the whole-all the things that cah be wondered about. And
I was thinking that maybe the liberal’arts individually
pursued in some problematic way are different from that
great whole when its!faced and wondered about in its
wholeness. I question whether the difference is merely that
one is methodical and the other isn’t.

Whenever -1 have learnt from seminars, it’s because I

: have discovered how they went. I mean, I can remember
~  where they started from' and where they got to. It is those
sequences in seminars which I can recollect from begin-
1ing to end that teach me things. For me, the bad parts of
seminars are the ones where I remember that first that was
sai¢ and then this, but I never can figure out how we got
from the one place to the other, or what it was 41l about.

I guess I was thinking that to recall the order is some
kind of method for the seminar. But it’s not the order of
any single liberal .art.

Mr. Starr: Insofar as we at St. John’s have a method,
perhaps it’s not so very different from yours, Mr. Loomis.
s . 61
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And, by the way, I should say that I don’t know that what
you've described is what I'd mean by a method. I'd sooner
say that it’s a statement of certam ends and means.

I think that the end one aims'at, not only in'the seminar
but in all the tutorials as well—eventually I'll come to what
I think the difference between them is—is trjring to see into

me reality and to share one’s vision, one’s insight, if you
wﬂl;wWhat I*moan by reality is something quite general,
whatever is able to move or be moved. I think it is in the
seminar that we aim at trying to se¢ the most important’

. realities. In a merely human way, that means that the

things that are able to move us most deeply ‘are also.the
things that have the most extensive implications: for our -

. lives. Of course, that end is dlfﬁcult to achieve. ,

* 1t seems to me that we have two ways of getting there.” -

" One is by means of the imagination. | know of no method > |

whatever for the production of metaphers, of ways of help-
ing antther or oneself to see fully and gain an understand- -
ing of a thing glimpsed. What we do have and can share
are the sum produets of that mysterious business of seeing
something and coming up with metaphors. ‘Then along
with this we have a second means, the application of logic
to those claims or possibilities which have first been ‘stated
in the form of metaphors or propositions. I mean that we
can talk tqgether and criticize ‘one another, and in such

. criticism we. share the basic logical principles of excluded

midd]e, non-contradiction, and so on.

Hn_our tutorials at St John's it seems: to me that we look
at objects that have been well seen and well stated by
others before us. In ali of these studies we follow the paths
of those who first caie at them in one way, and then later
we follow the paths of those revolutionaries like Descartes
who propose another way. We do fellow the classical texts, .
and in' a certain sense we could be said to be. s;udymg -
method; or in an alternative sense, ways of living without .
meéthod, that have been handed down by tradition. ..
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On the other hand, in the seminar we come up against
what Kant has stated rather well, and I think I agree witlt
him, that, whereas in the mathematical scienices and in the
natural sciences there seems to be a clear and universally *
recogmzable progress, or at least a developmerit, some- -
how, in the matter of first philosophy each generation is
thrown back to the beginnings. Not absolutely, of course,.
- for we do possess the.strength of the fine and powerful ar-
guments of our predecessors in these matters. But along

< ' ‘with these arguments we have also inherited powerful

counter-arguments whith qualify them for us. .

I think this helps to say why it is thit in the seminar one
must always begin afresh each time, and why one doesn’t
have to begin afresh each time in the tutorial. It is in the
light of these considerations that the question of method is
far moré controversial with respect to the seminar. And it
is also why, at least for us at St. John’s, our seminars do
_have some of the peculiar qualities that Mr. Loomis has
been describing.

« Mr. Steadman: I'd like to take issue with Mr Ber-
quist’s position from another perspective. I think this is the
particular in which I differ from him the mostl'm sure
that all of us, in one way or another, take our start from
the text, “You shall know the truth, and the truthshall
_make you free.” Now Mr. Berquist seems, to be convinced ,

_that he does know the truth, and that he knows, therefore,
what will make his students free. But for myself, I'm not
so sure that I know the truth, though I'm just as firmly con-
vincédas tie is that the truth will make my students free,

= and that’s the very thing I'm trying to do—liberate them by
giving them a liberal education. In going about that task,

T've got-to try tq avoid the danger Socrates was afraid of

in the Phaedo, namely, the danger of deceiving himself and

his hearers out of his own enthusiasm and ‘then going off

like the bee, leaving behind the sting of a false argument.
I'try to avoid that danger as Socrates dpes in most of his
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dialogues, by bringing the discussion once more to a ques-
tion that-s truly open, either the one with which the dis-
cussion began or another one that has come to light in the
course of the argument. Unless we do that, we’re in danger
of leaving behind the sting of our false. argument, thereby
imprisoning our students in falsehood instead of freeing
them.
Mr. Berquist: You speak of “knowingythe truth,” Mr.
- Steadman. But we don’t have to know eVerything to know
something. I do think, though, that if we profess to be’
teachers, we should have some knowledge beyond what all
men commonly possess. Now often the truth is spoken of as
—_if it were some single great thing of such a sort that one has
jeither got the whole of it or none of it. And I suspect, Mr.
‘Steadman, that that is where our deeper disagreement lies.
I think you can come to a reliable knowledge of some con-
clusions, while other conclusions which may be much more
important and much more interesting remain open to you
or doubtful to you. Even Socrates says “There are some
thmgs which I don’t doubt.”
go any farther than Socrates, perhaps it is to say, that
I have moved somewhat beyond the place where all men
are, that is, from knowing the thihgs that everybody khows;
and that I have arrived there by the right way. The fact is
that I do know certain things that not everybody knows,
and that’s why it's worth somebody’s time to be my stu-
dent}even if all I do for much of the time is sit at the head
* of the table and ask, “What was that you just said?” It’s
certainly not a question of standing t‘here and simply pour-
ing out the conclusions. That's a parody of teaching. Nev-,
- ertheless, I do give my students some direction, though
often that direction consists of being quiet and letting them
go their own way. What governs the whole enterprise is
that I, as their teacher, do' know something.
Mr. Steadman: 1 guess one of the things I think I
know is that we will be “better and braver and’less helpless
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if we believe in the duty of inquiring after what we do not
know” than if, like Meno, we have the habit of answering
questmns as if we knew the ‘answers. Socrates’ most im-
portant task is to overcome exactly that position of think-
ing that you know something: So on the most important

. questions, such as, What kind of life should I lead? and

What is virtue? it is crueially important not’ to be in the
habit of knowing, but rather to be in the habit of inquiring.
+  Mr. Berquist: Is this perhaps consistent with what you
are saying? One wants to know himself, and self-knowl-

. edge means knowing when you don’t know, means being

aware of your ignorance. Now it seems to me to be quite
true that self-awareness is—or ought to be—primarily the
awarenegs that we do not know, just as the awareness of
our own moral character obliges us to be more conscious
of our deficiencies than of our-virtues. Nevertheless, it
seems to me that in the intellectual order it is important
also to know the things that we do know, because that is
the only way we can have any starting point for the work
of discovering both the things we do know and also those
we don’t know.

So it seems to me that the virtue in th1s case, as was be-
ing said in your student seminar last night, Mr. Steadman,
does lie in a kind of mean. Of course, there is a way of
overstating what one knows, and that is the way of an in-
tellectual braggart, I guess. But there is also a way of un-
derstating what we know; and -that"is an expression of
despair and skepticism which seems to say that in thefinal
analysis we will never know anything for. sure. <

Mr. Steadman: Of course. And I certainly don’t want
to go that far. But I wanted to formulate it that way in or-
der to bring out what appears to me to be the source of he
differences between our respecnve colleges. At St. John’s
we take this openrapproach to the seminar which we con-
ceive to be at the very center of our curriculum. All our

other studies are intended to nourish and support that cen-
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tral stalk, because we believe that bringing our students
into that kind ‘of inquiry is the most important help we
can give them. And I do think that this view of liberal édu-
cation is opposed to what you originally said-about your
emphas1s at Thomas Aquinas College.

- Mr. McArthur: Yes. As long as we keep trying to for-
mulate principles at this level, we will find some differ- .

* ences, and those differences are certainly discussable. But

when we look to our actual teachmg practices, it turns out
that we're not so very different after all. < -

Take an instance from what We've just been talking

, about today. Suppose we do spend more time reading Aris-
totle’s Physics with our students than you do with yours.
What of that? When you get right down to it, that isn’t
a very basic differénce, compared to' the fact that, in the
first place, we both do read this book:at all-how many

_ college students today read the Physics? We have pritty
much the same reasons for thinking this book is important
for them to read.

And then, we read it in much the same way. By “in the
same way™ ] mean that we read Aristotle’s text and not,
some digest of it. We examine the arguments carefully to-
gether, trying to understand what ke can mean by what

_he says and the way he says it. “Is this plausible?” we ask.
“Does it fit with our experience?” “How does it go along (
with something he has said earlier?” And so on. -

Itmean to be saying that we get info just exactly the
same kinds of classroom discussiofis you get into here at
St. John’s. How much time either one of us finally de-,
cides to spend on a given book or a given topic is really a
very particular consideration, and not at all a question of
any serious difference of educational outlook. And it’s not
a question of a difference of method, taking that word in -
some special sense.

I want to say this here today, because I thmk that St.
John’s, by consxstently carrying on its program of liberal
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education over the past forty years, has been doing a ,thinzgs
which may. yet make possible a decent education for at
least some:students in this country. For instance, if there
" were no St. John’s, we at Thbmas Aquinas would find it
+ , very hard td ca¥ry on our own teaching.- That's the impor-s
tant thing, régardless of the kinds of diﬁ”ereﬁes\?'e can

~ find to talk about: S

ine liberal education in such a way as makég possible the
cooperation of those who are engaged in.it, regardless of
the differences they may have in réligious belief. Liberal
education is possible for us at Thomas Aquinas with our
commitment to Roman Catholicism, but, I’ can’t see any
-reason-at all why a.group, say, of Jewish people should not
“set up a program of liberal studies within the context of
. . their religious beliefs. If you have a religious belief, and if
. liberal education is \going' to rhean anything, the two must.
;.. have #¥Meaningful relationship to one another. °
my main point is that all of us who agree about lib-
education ought to try to combine our insights and
iénces, and ought to spend more time in looking at ~
e have in common than in taking-issue about dif-
ferénces-that aren’t essential. .

Mr. Haggard: Surely we're all sitting here at this table
today because we assume that, even with our differences,
we hold very important things in common. One of them is
our agreement on the importance of seeking for the whole
if liberal.education is to take place at all. This-is not the
assumption of the modetn university, for instance. And
not of most contemporary colleges either, I would think
«  Mr. McArthar: Yes, that's true. And while it’s also
true that the things we have in common do involve differ-
ences, even so, our basic agreements taken together with
our differences ought to lead to fruitful consequences. I
want to shy away from discussions that tend to separate us

by concentrating on the differences. You see, I think there

Q
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is a practical urgency about our cooperation, because I_
don’t see how you can have a ¢ivilization without this kind
of education: Maybe I'm wrong, but I simply don’t see how
the civilization we have can maintain itself without gen-
" eral liberal education. '

* . Mr. Tussman: May, I say that I find this,discussion
fascmatmg but extremely baffling? Your. perj} ions are
very different from mine, and to me the difference mong
yourare interesting but minor. Each of you has aé&:non

. curriculum and a central qurricular idea that is your bas1c
identity. Yet, when you talk abouyywhat you're doing, you
language is the 1dnguage of the. u 1vers1ty in a fantastically
puzzling way.

.In trying to explain what you're qb/ing, or to justify it,
first you speak of “grasping the truth ” It's by entering a
college or a university that one gets the truth. When that

. fails, you fall back-as we in the university do—on “methods
of inquiry.” Or maybe 1nqu1ry itself is what we’re after.
That leads very quickly ttft“ 1k about method and discipline
and the arts. You herg talk dbout the liberal arts, which, to-
be sure, isn’t a very big thing with us in the university;
but nevertheless, that whole set of terms, truth, inquiry,
method, art, is the familiar group of categories in’ terms-
of which the university describes itself.

Now, if it comes to the search for the truth, the univer-
sity will not defer to you in gny way. We in the university

- think we have methods for the discovery of truthrin particu-

"+ lar and truth in general. And they are powerful methods.
We go through the same business about methodology, and
“our great creative people scoff at methods, and so we talk '
about how it is'that methods don’t understand the creatlve
process.

For me, your discussion, the ‘mental languag’é‘in whlch

- 'you discuss your basic operatlons is completely ugreveal-,

. ing of the'essence of your actiyity. What I would long for
would be a discussion of what you're aiming at that would
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make sense of what you do. I am puzzled by your overuse
of unrevealing words, and by a kind of narcissism about
what seem to me to be minor differences bétween you. But - e
I get no illurhination about the theoretical basis of what you
practice. For example, you use the language of the univer-
sity, but you don’t even mention the distinction between
. the university and the college, and that is fundamental. -
. So I find myself fascinated when I look at your curricu- )
lum to see what is gping on, if only from the point of view
of the techniques of small group discussiont and what you
do with books. I was fascinated and impressed with the « -
" classes 1 visited. You're highly skilled to teach a general
attitude while the students do the work. The teachers are
. extremely sharp, and they know what they're doing. You
- teach well with these techniques. )
But, the gap I find between your skill in the practice of
your teaching tradition and this sort of formulation of your
theoretical principles in terms with which I am very fa-
miliar—and which you use just as freely as the university
uses its own dogmas—that's what astonishes me. The gap
I find is left by the failure of this discussion in any way to -
illuminate or justify your practices. )
- ' Mr. Bart: We haven't been talking very much about
the students, have we, Mr. Tussman? )
Mr. Tussman: I'm not speaking primarily of the stu-
dent either. -/ ‘ - ’
Mr. Bart: Well, but I would have to answer you in
terms of the student. I would be surprised if one of ‘our
most fundamental premises is exactly not a supposition
of the university, namely, that the truth, such as it is,
- is in the student and not in the teacher. It follows that
when one (is teaching he is neither professing -nor'is he
informing the student. . .
Mr. Tussman: 1 woilld no more put the' truth in the
student than I would put it in the teacher.
Mr. Bart: Then it is a really fundamental difference
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between us and the university, because it supposes that we,
his teachers, have nothing to inform him about.
. Mr. Tussman: When you say the truth is in the stu-
dent, I struggle to understand how you would justify that.
Mr. Bart: If's a very puzzling fact.
v Mr. Tussman: But it's not a truth.
Mr. Bart: It's the premise we completely adopt in our
practice by asking the students questions. "
Mr. Starr: We might add that it's a difficult business
to get it out of the student.
Mr. Dragstedt: 1 wonder if it's not through our failure
to carry the'St. John's method far enough that we have left
a weakness for Mr. Tussman to seize upon? Perhaps we
have failed to radicalize the problem latent in “common”
logic, as”Mr. Berquist was calling it. To say tﬁa:\phﬂoso-
phers—or all meri-have logic as an uncontradictory.com-
mon possession would disqualify all concern with method.
But philosophers are so far from agreeing about what con-
cepts are and how meaning arises, that utterly independent
. philosophical structures arise out of divergencies at just
this level expressing disagreements on speech and hence
‘on method.,
The way to draw the issue between St. John’s and the
;e method of university graduate schools is to concentrate our
v attention as sﬂarply as possible upon the liberal arts as
the arena in which debate about method can be carried on
in a'fundamental way. For the University or its schools,
the Trivium can be presupposed as somethng preparatory;
for the College, nothing must prevent our teturning to-such
preparatory disciplines for a more critical look. Urless we
do this, some hierarchy of being may impose itself upon us
' that seems.to arise from behind speech itself. That is to
say, to create order you must begin by destroying prior -
spurious disorderly orders.-Once the opinions which re-
*  flect disorder are pulverized, there is some chance that
meamngful dlscourse can be achieved, some chance that

.
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you might be ablg to talk about the truth, and that the
principles of a science could progresively be clarified. '

Our tension with the University obtains to the extent
.that its graduate schools presuppose the’ adequacy of the
terms and the-principles on which they found their disci-
plines. For the truth is, to take an example, that any deci-

sian about what; say, ‘Anthropology is comes from assum- )

ing—whether knowifigly or not—some position with respect
to the Trivium. The graduate schoels can no longer give an
account” of themselves because théy cannot base their
" teaching ¢ én conversation,* but are constrained organiza-
" tionally to presume the meaning of the terms they employ,
and to presume that these terms are in fact meaningful.
But if you put dialectic first, if you put the struggle for
meaning-4s radically as Plato posed it f6t fss, then I think
we can't just start with assumptions about an order. That
question has to recreate a struggle for us every time.

Mr. Nicgorski: With arf eye tp the nature of the semi-
nar struggle you speak of, Mr. Dragstedt, I'd like to return
to the beginning of today’s discussion. Between St John’s
and Thomas Aquinas there has emerged a difference that
has been 3tated in ‘terms of the place the seminar has in
their respective curricula. Fdt St. John’s the seminar is the
center of inquiry. For Thomds Aquinas the seminar is an-
cillary to the tutorials in phjlosophy and theology, which
are seen to be.the center and to provide the ordering’ prin-,

.~ ciples of all the other studies. I should like to propose that

at Notre Dame our General Program seems to take a mid-
le ground between these two in the Tollowing way:

Like St. John's, we cehter the program of studies in, the
seminar, and our procedures there are, I think, akin to
those of both St. John’s and Thomas Aquinas. But as Mr.
Simpson has said, the seminar proceeds in a, wdy that is
essennall%dlsorderly, so that we havé felt the need to sup-
plement the kind of consideration of the whole that takes
place in the seminar with tutorials in philosophy and the-
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- ology—and for the reasons that have come out in today’s
" disCussion. One is the need Mr. McArthur'spoke of to stend
“more time and care’‘on certain important texts. A more im-
portant one’js the conviction we share with Thomas Aqui-
nas College that the most important questions are con-
Ysideged in phllosophy and theology, and that the seminar is
adequate forum for these cons1derat10ns

tive way we go about teachmg them. That séems to me
,true- We very carefully build up a structure there—say a
mathematical structure—but all the while, the very con-
cepts.which are taken asfirm and on which we build with
such care, are really sources of great difficulty, and are al-
ways doubtful. As.I have been thinking about it from that
point of view this afterngon, it occurs to me that tutorials
are only superficially and procedurally differgnt from the
seminar—I mean in matters like their address:to a small
text and so on. But the deep difficulty of addressing real
questions isn’t resolved by being very careful from day to
day and following the argument. It’s not really resolved at
all, but only built up structurally and more artfy
" can be done in seminar discussions. The deep/questions
remain. And, insofar as the students and the feacher rec- °
. ognize that they do remain, the tutorial is only another way
of doing the seminar. This is the sense.in which the semi-
nar is central. It’s not that everything focuses on the semi-
nar, but rather that it is the speculative mode of the
seminar which really dictates th intelle{;tual mode of the.
whole college. Maybe I shoulcﬁ that it is that pervading
mede and that underlying qdestion of the whole, in Mr.
"Loomis’s sense, which is the principle of the college’s unity.
That is the sense in which we really are very different from
, the unpiversity.
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"To,fry to relate what I've just said to the proposal Mr. -

Bart made to Mr. Tussman a few minutes ago, it is our
mode to be always finally turning the question back to the
student, to be asking him, not telling him. That is true even
when we are being very careful in a tutorial to build an
elaborate argument which has an order of propositions and
conclusions. Always in, the end the argument comes,back to
the student as a question. And we really mean that."All we
as teachers can do for him is help him pose_the qpestmn
much more ¢ fully Even when we study a shorter text
over a longertime, as in a tutorial, we still are posing ques-
tions and still turning them back to the student in the end.
In thisway it comes out as a more structured question, but
a question nevertheless..,

Mr. Steadman: Then, to put the issue directly, it.is the
graduate schools of the university who are primarily. guilty
of leaving the sting of falsehood in their students. For, as
stedt has said, they are sure that :there isno prob-
ith their foundations, and that they can generate
i g‘out of unexamined terms. It is prec1sely that sort

r in some kind of meaningless trappings.

Mr. Tussmian: 1 won't argue with you about that; I
ould provide you with arguments. But people would object
to saying that educating someone in phys1¢s is a form of

. Mr. Steadman; But what are the foundations of
physics?

Mr. Tussman: Physicists are as aware as anybody of
the problematlc nature of their own foundations. ‘

Mr. Steadman: Byt are they really?

Mr. Tussman: I think they are.

Mr. Steadman: 1 would agree that there are some
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physicists, like Heisenberg, who are concerned about the
foundations of physicists. That is true. But for the most
part, physics departments are not concerned. »

Mr. “Fiissman: Even so, to habituate a person to the
concepts and the procedures in the life‘of a physicist is not
a form of imprisonment, it’s a fgrm of power.

Mr. Steddman: Perhaps it is a form of imprisonment.
Fhat’s what I can’t be sure of. . LYK

Mr. Tussman: 1 said I wouldn’t argue with you-about
physics, but I easily could find people who would. And I
would reject in general the notion that the special depart-
mental disciplines are a form- of intellectual entrapment.

Take any of the departments—and I'm not a friend of uni- -

versity departments insofar as they are the enemy of the
coq?ges but that’s a different issue. Take the language de-
partments, for instance. In creating and developing skills
they teach they are empowering people. They, are com-
municating arts that give people powers, not imprisoning

‘2

Mr. Simpgon: It seems to me, Mr. Tussman, that you

should not say’the questiohs about the intellectual founda-

tions of the departments are the ones that can be set aside.
I think we are now very close to'the real issue. The notion
that one can departmentalize the underlying questions in
this instance is taken to mean that the language depart-
ments, of all places, can somehow or other set aside the
questions about words and coricepts. I do think that this »
way of departmentalizing knovbledge is very 11ke1y to epd
up‘as a mode of imprisonment., .
" Seriously, isn't it appropriate m the language departﬂlent
to worry about the problem of meamng?' &

Mr. Tussman: Every department rests on the assump-
tion that there are some things it will not worry about.

Mr. Simpson: Right!<That’s exattly what1 méan. It is”
the .departmental dismissat of th¢ centraf worries that is.
the real problem.

~
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Mr. Steadman: It can imprison you in falsehood.

Mr. Tussman: 1 object to saying that the physics de-
partment imprisons you in falsehood. The physics depart-
ment begins with physicists who ‘'share a fellowship that
begins with Copernicus and includes Oppenheimer and
Teller and whoever else my colleagues are. It’s a continu:
ing enterprise. .-

Mr. Steadman: I don't think so. I understand perfectly
well that in one sense the rhodern physics departments are
building on the work, of their Predecessors, but I wouldn’t
want to say they are'a | part of that fellowship, because I
don’t think they worry much about how Ptolemy was try-
ing to understand the world or how his work differed from
Kepler’s, or what the significance of ‘those: differences ‘is.

1 say they aye not reallZ fellows of Ptolemy and Kepler be-
eause they afe not in real communication with them.

Mr. Tussman: Yes, they are. Whep living physicists,
look at the world and come up with a new set of physical
notions, they are following their own direction and doing in
their own way the same things theiz great predecessors did.
There is a fellowship of physicists. They hdve developed
a kind of knowledge and a kind of power. To be sure, it
does not provide the answers to many other sorts of things.
And of course, I agree that departmentalization and spe- ,
cialization entall some adverse consequences. Even sq
there is a re4l sense in which knowledge is power, and th
modern world rests upon that kind of knowledge. A

I am perfectly prepaned to agree that a quick initiation
into that departimentalizattqn and specialization is’an edu-
cational-jisaster. inciples which will provide coher-
ence to thie mind in tHe development of thg{):rson should

be operative in the college, not in the univgrsity. I would'
have expected to discover some&of those principles here; but

so far you have been usirlg the language of the unlversRT/
in ways that don't illuminate me as ], look for the éssential \
genius of the acnylty oollege should be engaged in.
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Mr. Steadman: What we're trying to do right now is
- get some of those Rginciples stated.

Mr. Tussman: 1 think you're going about it in the
wrong way, if you're forced to say that the physics depart-
ment and the history department and the philosophy de-
“partment are all entrapments, and leave thelr stings of
falsehood behind them.

Mr. Steadman: 1 still want to dispute the fellowship
you believe the physics departments share with the great
physicists of the past. It is c,ertainTy true that a number of
contemporary scientists really are fellows in the fullest

ense of Kepler and Galileo.'And it is also true, exactly as
;ou. said, that a too quick.initiation into that tradition is a
disaster, because it cuts you%@se from that fellowship by
cutting you off from the antetedents of what you are try-
ing to think abput. It does not at all lead you to become a fel-
low of Kepler and Galileo, but permits you to be a fellow
only of those who are right around you. And that’s the trap.

Mr. Tussman:"1 just don’t understand that. The phy-
sicists around you are domg the Same things that Kepler
.and Galileo did.

. Mr. Steadman: Even if that’s what they were doing,
?  they wouldn’t know it. L am very familiar with one physics
department in a great university. There, physics belongs in
the physics department, the history of physics belongs in
the history departnient. Galileo, Kepler, Maxwell belong on
the .histoty shelf. Everybody in the physics department is
told toread them. Nobofly reads them.
. Mr. Tussman: 3 it’s not a question of history. I
. ) thought ‘we were beyond talking about theNistory of these
things. The point is that we are coritmm:E their-work in
a powerful current mode. You are objecting to the fact that
they are doing physics and not paying «any attention to
* ° thehistory of physics.  * )
* Mr. Simpson: No, not at all. The point is that what
there is to do thejrare not really reflecting on. One way to
- reflect on itis to-read somebody like Newton or Maxwell.
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M. Tussman: Not when they are being physicists. If
they were being philosophers about physics, then what you
say would be true.

Mr. Bart: T thought Mr. Simpson touched very deeply
on your question, Mr. Tussman. Newton simply wouldn’t
have understood anyone’s objecting, “But that¥ philoso-
phy.” He put the word philesophy right on the title-page of
his book, probably to the embarrassment of modérn physi-
cists. The Principles of Natural Philosophy is what he
called it. - ’ '

There may be a very fundamental difference between-us
here. I do not at all question your point that once one sets
“#hout becomirig a professfonal physicist he probably had
better sét aside those ﬁliosophical questions for awhile
and, in the ordinary sense’of the word, learn physics, do
physics. But those of us who are thinking about under-
graduate education and carrying out the special task of
what you are calling “the college” as being specifically dif-

~2__\ ferent from “the university”, must not make that compart;
- (ngentaliz.ing, distinction. The reason we mustn’t do it 5
. because onge the physicist has mastered the arts and sdi-
ences of physics, if he is going to be intellectually rgsponsi-
le tohis practice, he must at some time remember to go
. Rragstedt has said, in his thought simply
diructure. It is the business'of his pre-
bezal€ducation to prepare him to understand the

possibility and the necessity of making that effort.
Now of course yoti can’t do that beforehand except in a
very childish way. But I wouldn't want to depattmentalize
undergraduate studies and then say to the graduate physi-

J——

cist who is rethinking what he knows, “But that's"philoso- .

.phy and no affair'of yours.” And"I don't think you'd want
~ that either, would you?. *{ T g
Mr. Tussman: ] don’t want to departmentalize when it
. comes to what I call the college. But I think it is inevitable
thﬁrv‘v]hat ‘)E call the university, by its very nature, does de-
1

entalize. For me the interesting problem is what we

e 3
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can do about the educatwn of a student in the college in
order to relate. it to his studies in the university where, in
many cases, he is going to become a professional pursuer of ®
knoiwledge. The problem of what to do with the student be-
fore you let the department initiate him into a particular
art is the one I thought you had solved in an 1nterest1ng
way by your ‘practice..

Mr. Bart: I think the central principle of our teach-

‘ing practice is this: we try to ask our students with respect
to whatever they think about, What are the elements? and
What are the foundations? I really think that is our uni-

.versal practice: It consists, first, of finding the central

g terms of a d1sc:|phr‘f and then of not allowing the students
v to“go current” as ough everybody understood the terms.
(I should say that I'm speaking hegla mainly in the context
of the study of physics which weSijj@st been discussing,
but what I say is really univershl.) By probing in this way
© it is true that we do, in a sense, elevate our students above
the specialists ‘for awhile. And with great dangers.' But we

do it, and they do ask those fundamental questions.

Mr. Tussman: Questions are important, but they are
secondary. A question can only fru1tfu11)' be asked after you
have first acquired habits.

Mr. Bart: Help me to 'understand that. What doyou
mean? >

Mr. Tussman. Questioning is a secondary art. It pre-
supposes a prior activity. Initiation into the attivity is prior
to, asking the significant questions about it. Premature
quéstioning is the destruction of everything.

Mr. Bart: I'm really not understanding. Iri pragtical
terms, we take e1ghteen-year-olds into our college, and they
sort of know something or other. They really do. ‘They do
know sqme things. They read .a bdok, and, I confess, the
.thing I want to do is ask them questions about their re:

) sponses to it§Now what is it you are meaning? You might
* say, “They have to respond to i first,” and I agree with
‘.- you abo{'zl that. 4

8
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Mr. Todsman: 1 mean they have to get the habit of
reading before you can ask them:about the significant prin-
ciples of reading, in the samne way that a child acquires the
habit of spedking before he is capable of raising, and be-
fore we are capable of raising with. h1m questmns about .

° the nature of language.

Mr. Bart: Certainly. .

Mr. Tussman: The dilemma in such cases is that you
don’t, for instance, invite them to ask questions about
physics before they have done some physics. Even in our’
university philosophy department I am impatient with stu-
dents who wany to know about the nature of philosophy
before they have abandoned' the questioning attitude and
taken the leap of faith and done some philosophy without
'understanding why.

Mr. Bart: 1 don’t think we disagree entirely. But I
think that on the first day and in the first class on Euclid
it is-of the greatest importance for them to ask why we

¥ should begin with definitions, and whether the definitions
Euclid proposes are any good. Of course, we don'’t stay there.

Mr. Tussman; 1 would argue-that asking them why
you start with definitions j exactly the wrong way to be-
. gin. They cannot possibly”give you an intelligent answer
Jo that.

Mr. Bart: Oh, but unfortunately they have very SOphlS-
ticated answers to the question.

Mr. Steadman: That is exa’ctly the difference between
the fellowships that I was talking about before. That’s the
best example we've had. Because they've studied a lot of
mathematics, beginning students think they understand
very well all the sorts of things Euclid is thinking about.

- That is, 0 say, they are the fellows of the mpodern mathe-

maticiaffg-and know the mathematics that 'dates roughly

“from thé‘ ‘beginning of this cefitury. When they begin to

| read Euclid, they have all sorts of sophisticated and wrong

things to.say alﬁut it. For example, they think it's obvious

} that his proofs aren’t rigorous and need this or that axiom.
|

Qo .
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) They think he seems to be referring to the diagram in an
unrigorous way, and so Now if Euclid were a modern
T mathematician and had N Hilbert, they'd be right.
But the fact is that Euclid is doing something that is radi- -
cally different from what Hilbert was doing, and modern
math?x@rz;]ns havé lost their fellowship with Euclid.
. Most mat aticians can’t read Euclid and see mathe-
matics in the way, he did. - -
Mr. Tussman: But Mr. Steadman, the question before
us is the question" about the right relation between habits
and questions. I regard that to be the most s1gmﬁcant of
our pedagogic problems.

Now, Mr. Bart, wheteas you are putting questlonmg as
the prior activity, I find that what is necessary for learning
is humility. The biggest problem with students is notsto

9 - get them to question, but to get them to abandon immature
' questions and do some reading. For example, you cannot
* possibly discuss the question, Whygre we reading Hobbes
- now? yntil you have read Hobbek\n there are many
other questions of the same sort, Wﬂat is the signifi-
cance of this book? -Why do we use this method? Those
questions are not reasonable in the circumstances.
Mr. Bart: They are certainly premature, and I thought
we were agreed about that. And I certainly ‘do agree with
. you on the question of habits and the questionings about
the habits. But the pedagogical problem is that in our stu-
dents we are confrontmg people who have quite a lot of

.habits already and §uite a large repertory of preconcep- '

; tions. It seems to me that, while inviting them to read and
do other things, one must right away question. those pre- .
suppositions of theirs.

Mr. Tussman: - For my part, I think you have to 1gnore
all their previous information which, as a matter of fact,
amounts to nothing. In my experience, freshmen‘l can’t

e ‘\,\\‘\. talk, can’t read, can't write. S you have to start almost

\f‘esh\l'hwiyou and you g1ve them somethmg to

By -
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&ead You ask them to get involved in an activity. The ques-
tlon?i”o be raised about what you have set them dojing can
be raised legitimately and profitably only at a poingfairly

- far along and after they have become commltted a way

‘of behaving.

. Mr Stead% I don’t think' that. For example, the
very first questién I'd like to see raised in a seminar on‘the
Iliad is the question, Is this the kind of life I ought to be
leading? Or, Should our life be a search for honor, because
we are all mortal?

I think it is important that the question should be imme-
diatesg them. It should ask them, Is this, right here in the
semintr, the kind of life I should be leading? They should

. think, “Perhaps I shouldn’t be sitting_at a table talking -

about the Iliad, but should be gomg ‘out and doing some-
* thing glorious.”

Mr. Tussman: That seems to {ne a strange way to be-
gm to respect a book in its own terms. I would have sup-
posed that, when you read the Iliad, the interesting ques-
tions about why anyone should read it-emerge: rather
slowly, and when they do, it is with tremendous impact.
When 1 read the Iliad, it gradually dawns on me that we
are still on the plain of Troy—or someﬂ'ung of that sort.

To come at the Iliad with the kind of question, Is this the
kind of life I ought to. be leading?, seerns to be a strange
imppsition upon it. You surprise me.

I Mr. Steadman: 1 confess it’s not th;e question I dd'ask
at the first seminar, because the students don’t know yet
how to talk together in a seminar. It takes time to learn

“that. But I think it's the question I'd like to see raised right -

off, if it were possible I think it’s the Right kind of question.
Mr. Darkey: Gentlemen' oncé again our time has run

out and we must stop'for today. .
To attempt to suminarize a Seminar is a risky business;
and yet, under the force of ‘Mr. Loomis’s proposmon that
the method appropnate to the seminar ' (if there is any

<
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such method) is to attempt to recall what happened, I feel
that-I should make that attempt. -

I do not see how to make a narrative summary of what
happened except to observe in thé most general way that
there seemed to be two chief mnovements in the conversa-
- tion. The first was a debate about what kind of ordering
princip?e is\possible and appropriate for a curriculum of
liberal stufi\lgs In this comext” the questlon of art and
method was Traised.

The second movement followed upon a challenge by Mr.
Tussman. to abandon the somewhat arcane discussion that

v had been going on and try to address the broader issue of

-

the relation of the undergraduate collegé of liberal arts to
the modern university. I believe the response offered was
that it is the business of the college to put the student on his

“guard against the university by teaching him the habit of -

inquiring intp the foundations of the special disciplines.
It is obvious“that we have not arrived at answers but at
questions more sharply focused. On the other hand, a num-
ber of principles were advanced, sometimes as bases for
positions and sometimes simply as statements of an insight
occasioned by what was being thought and said. I shall try
to recall some of them. I hope my phrasing will not seem

. altogether unfamiliar or unacceptable.

’1. Liberal education must be based ‘on some view that
the world is whole and.that the enterprise of understandmg

- it and living in it is theffore whole as well,

2. Onemark of a great book is that it is permeated by a
vision of the wholeness of things-and that it adumbrates
t vision to its readers. -
3. A sort of antimony:
(a) Each discipline has its own prop¢r methods,
aryl a liberally eslucated person is one who possesses the

methods pf the primary dlsc1p11nes These are the liberal

tS.
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(b) Inquiry into'the fundamental order of things is
-the task of the liberal arts, which cannot be reduced to
. any method. .
™ 4. Liberal education must become general 1f our civiliza-
tion is to survive. :

5. The mission of the undergraduate college of libe

- arts and the mission of the modern.university are essek-

tially different. .
6. ’I%e truth-to be learnt—or taught—ls in the student,
and not'in the teacher. -

7. The main task of the undergraduate college is to
s teach its students how to ask with respect to whatever they
think about, What are the foundations?

AN

8. Another apparent antimony :
" (a) Learning must begin w(}igres'f\ﬁfmng._ -
» (b) Learning must begin in humility with the ac-
quisition of habits.

I believe all these propositions were brought forth in the

course of our conversation with one another. They seem ta .

me to be important propositions. I wonder how many | of

these brain children of.ours we would all acknowledge as

Iegltlmate? .
Let us meet again at ten o'clock tomorrow morning.; -

L ¥
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Mr. Darkey: The topic we mean to propose for this -
morning’s discussign grows out of our first two conversa- '
_ tioms, and, as a matter of fact, several of you have sug-
_ gested to me that this ought to bg our business today. My
*  immediate difficulty is that I'm not sure how best to frame
it as an opening question. The topic concerns the role of
one particular kind of great book in liberal edlflCation, and
the trouble is that I dorft know the right hame for that
kind. I suppose the difficulty is rot altogether surprising, \
. since we have already confessed our common experience
' that truly great books refuse to be classified comfortably”
and that they won't stay put in the academic pigeonholes
we provide for them. Let me try to explan. . - 5
At first ¥was tempted to frame the question this way: X
What is the place of Poetry in liberal education? I hoped
that thinking of Poetry with a capitdl “P” might-indicate a \
very broad category. But éven with the capital letter I think
the term is too restrictive for what, clearly, we have in
*"mind. For I'think we mean to include in qur question such’
‘works as the great histories and biqgraph(zes, the dialogues
of Plato,_ certain books of the Bible, and perhaps. many
others that do not seem simply to be poetry—or even
Poetry. “Works of the imagination” suggested itself, but
that also is too restr'\céive, &]Lough in another. sense, for

L
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surely many works of philosophy, mathematics and nat-
ural Science manifest great powers of what we could rea-
sonably call fmagination, and yet they do not seem to be-
long to the class we have in mind. And “Literature,” which
in some contexts is a standard term for getting around the
difficulty, is surely too imprecise to serve our purpose.
May I proposs, for our working purposes'a category of
“works which, represent the human image”? Although the
term is a bit elumsy, I think t is what we intend. Letsme;
then, put the question this way What is the role in liberal

. education of those worksivhlch represent the human

image? A +
Our common experience ought to throw some light on

this question. And I should add ‘that it is a3 question of

practical import, at least for us at St. John’s, seeing. that
over the years our contfnuing curricular revisions have
re\ulafly eliminated more and more of such works from
our reading lists to make room for other kinds of books.
To repeat the question, then, In 1 liberal education, to

. what ends do we study those works which ’represent the

human figure acting and suffering? Or, alternatively, what
is the special’role of such works in bringing about the stu-
dept’s intellectual awakening?

Mr. McArthur: ‘What if you made the quéstion more
concrete and took a bgok, say, the Iliad, and then asked,
What good is readxr‘he Iliad? What happens to people

. when thay read it and discuss it?

Mr. Darkey: All right, let’s try it that way Shall we.
ask this? In the light of our experience, why do we think
that what happens to our students when they read the
Iliad is 'so good that nebody would thmk of dropping it

, from the cumcu_lum?

“Mr. Madrthur: Something like that is"'what I meant.
What woulg it be like if nobodh read the Iliad, but read
other things and left it out? Maybe the question would be
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more discussable if we weré to put it in terms of a concrete
example. — -
, (Pause)
. ," Mr. Darkey: Let me try a shorter answer. If our stu-
: dents never read the Itiad, they would never know Achilles.
“Would that matter?
Mr.'Bart: That's a great deal. But could I revise that to
say they would never know the story of Achilles. I make
“that change with Aristotle to guide me.
Mr. Steadman: But is there a difference?
° M. Bart: Well, since I don’t follow Leibnitz in my own
views of the human person, I think there is a difference.
. Mr. Nicgorski: 1 think the first formulation—that we'd
never know Achilles—in some circles would invite the sim-
i ple suggestion-that in order to be initiated into the Western
! * . tradition, you should have to’know who Achilles was. But 1
think to say “the story of Achilles” opens up much more
N , than that. Reading the Iliad leads to discussion of the hu-
o man character in its various excellences and defects that
N we see represented to- us. in the dlﬂ"ereng people of the
. story,
R Mr McArthur: That's rlght You could_say that. You
“71 cauld say that if you didn’t know Achilles, you would pat
e Know something ‘which'has becorne 2 sigiificant part of
the Western tragition. But if you did say that, you'd have to
-add, “However there must be somgthing striking about the
thmg itself er it to beconc‘n’“mh a prominent part of that
N « tradition.” youw'd have to ask, “What is it that'’s so
- striking?” So lg‘vmg aside the con51detat10n that it’s beé-
come a significant part of. the, tradition—because students -
_~ ‘by, and lafge don’t know that and don’t care—maybe you
- . just ask, Is there something intrinsic t6 the Iliad ,which
- we can see from our expenence of thaving read it and
- talked with our students abott it that we.can say to]usufy ,
N its inclusion.in our cumculum? L. :
. Mr. Nzcgorskz 1 agtee W1th you that students arennot

4; ‘ . . ’ .
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- usually .aware of th% first conside;ation, but since it is L.
widely read— - o : °

Mr. McArthur (breaking in): Yes, youre right. We
could talk about it that way. But it would sidetrack us. A¢-
tually, the fact that students-don’t care-about what wWe call
" is “importance in the traditton” is really a'boon when you
¢, redd it with them. It would make the reading more difficult,
because they'd think they ought to care.. . -
3 Mr.-Tussman: Would it be going too far fo.say they .
) ought to read the Iliad because if they haven't they can't
¢ . understand Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War; .
?.nafif,they haven't read -Thucydides, there’s an important N\
. sen8e in which they don’t know what.Plato is talking about? -~ .
‘Mr. Simpson: I'd say it would be conceiyable to choose ,
- the Iligd, if you were only going to read one book and even .
- if you didn't live in the West,.though I'm not really sure ;
about the last. I don’t like toresort to justifying the read-
ing of the lliad in terms of something later or of some-
thing else. It does seem to me that to read the Iliad is of
enormous intrinsic value. One’s confrontation witlr Achilles ,
seems to me to be an immense experience; and even if
o, Youere going to Have only one occasion to do a seminar = -
with a group of people yow'd never see again, it wouldseem . .. -
* perfectly reasonadle to me to choose the Iliad to read and, L
talk about. o, o . :
But to go back to something that was said at the begin- . .,
ning, I didn’t understand, the, distinction between Achilles - ~
i and hig story. I need help with that. It seems to me the -
L two go together in such a.way that I can’t take them -
apart. . .7 - e
© = Mr. Bart: T'll take them apart very-simply. If you take
* away everything after the Tenth Book, you certainly know

Achillés. : \
- - Mr. Steadman: No you don't. ‘ -
Y - Mr. Bart: You say that becaus’v you already know the .
. whole story: N .

-~
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udl\lr. Steadman; 1 think you don’t. know, Achilles until -
. you'have seen his funerak games and his meeting with
Priam. : L

Mr. Simps¢n: Mr. Bart, did you mean that whét"hap-
pens in theend of the Iliad is all implicit in thé Achilles we
know in the beginning? Is that what you meant when ybu
referred te Leibnitz? I didnt catch what you said about
Leibnitz. g .
Mr. Bart: What I said about Leibnitz was only that he
* does understand that the definition of Achilles consists of
everything that happens to hini. And I think Mr. Stead- <
. man, willingly or not, is, saying that. ot
. Mr. Simpson: I was thinking of Lej itzin-adifferent ;|
c J%MAWQU’WW d say you had only to see
| ——aTittle of Achilles and, in a eertain sense, you're prepared
- to ‘write his story. o
. ' _ Mr. Bart; That would bé even mor¢ Leibnitzian. I
don’t espouse that. - - : : L
R " Mr. Simpson: You might not be quite up to it. But -
° . would you mean that in principle? * - ‘

_ Mr. Bart: We're understanding Leibnitz in exactly the” # -
same way. But all I really mean to be'saying is that I think
character and story are inseparable, and that, for my part,

I caremore abqut story than about character, although I'm

very interested in character. The character of Achilles
_seems to me rather well given in the First Book and fully - =~ -

given in the Ninth Book. After that point something hap-

pens to Achilles, and he does ‘thifigs contrary to what we

" would be led to expect ffom his character alon¢. So after I

+ haveread the Twenty-fourth Book, it seems to be part of

*  the story.of Achilles that he could be moved by what hap-

" pened to_his friends to do certain unexpected. things.

' Mr. Simpson: That's really Homer taking a better

measure of Achilles than We can, .. ‘

3

Mad " Mr. Bart: Then you'really do mean to be saying that
.- ' there’s no difference between character and story, while
t \) b a . . :f"‘ } : ‘ ) v
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. thats what I meant to reject a little, although it doesn’t
| seem to me were disputing. I'm willing to yield, if you
really feel that knowing the person is identical with know- -
ing everythmg that h¢ does—although I do’ questmn that
premise a little: .

Mr. Simpson: But a person’s story isn’t everything he
does. p
. Mr. Bart: Its everything we know of him.

Mr. Simpson: It's the way Homer chose to tell us about

. Achilles One could, argtie that Homer, through the story,
ﬁnally brings us back-to a confrontation with an enor- M
'mously problematic and exciting character.-

Mr. Starr: Isn't it the case that'even though the story
presents a careful description of Achilles’ virtues and vices
and habits and inclinations and powers and weaknesses,
still, without the arrangements of the events of the narra-
tive, it would lack the mter?t and the power that the Iliad

.
%o
'

: actually does have? Is that what you're seeing?. .
' Mr. Bart: Yes, I suppose it was. I welcome that addi-
tion. And I don’t know whether or nof I disagree with Mr.__

I guess I wanted to say’ something like this. It is of the
greatest importance to me—and F-imagine to a good many
other people—that they have never managed to put forth

- into the world all of what is in themselves, and that they
<an honestly say, “Nothmg I have said and done does jus-
ticg to what I am.” P mean this in the sense that one might

. say, ‘I have sipned.and will always'sin.” Or, “I have made s

: endless mistakes, and I condemn everything I have done as ‘.
somehow wrong or misguided, byt even so, there is some-
» thing within me that is I, and that is dlfferent—wsxbly dif- ,
|- — ferent—from my story.” #*
. Mr. Steadwan: I think What you say is right and we

. ~ don’tgneed to dispute thagaByt I've been trying to find a

bridge between the problem of whether the person is his.

J story and the opening questmn 'Wthh askecf why it’s prof-

[KC | L lOb

_ Simpson. I don’t want to., ‘
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itable for our students to read the Iliad. In that connectiort,
it seems to me we colld say that what we generally know
about other people is theig stories. Usually, though, with
real people there are no actual stories, but only pieces of
possible stories that somehow never, jell into actual stories
with beginnings, middles and ends, never be_cor"ge signifi-
. cant. One of the striking things about being able to read
stories like the Iliad is that they make it possible for us to
meet these functional people and-get to know them, be-
come acquainted with them in very much the same way we
get acquainted with our friends, but with the added ad-
vantage that we passess their storfes,whole, not only in
fragments. - . - /
I don’t want to insist on any of these formulations be:
cause I'm not very clear about them. But, my cential point
is that I think the great benefit the stidents derive’from
reading the Iliad is that they know the whole story of this
remarkable_person, Achilles, whom they'd never.come to
know in any other way. . -
Mr. Bart: I don’t think our lives are stories. And I find
what you have said is very valuable, because I too doubt
that our lives have any wholeness in the sense that stories
have. ' '
And I must say that I hope you'resright about the value
to students of reading stories. My impression is that what *
most people get out of reading stories—or of experiencing a
piece of :what youre calling the story—is a sense of the
characters of the pefsons in the story, a*sense of the virtues
and vices they manifest. I think that's what, we, mostly
know in other people; and, for the most part, we tend to
dismiss people when we feel we have a catalogue of their
virtues and vices, or when we’ve found which particular
vice we don't like in hem. So in that sense it’s very hard to
hear someone’s real story, ¥hich often has a “twenty-
fourth book” hidden in it that almost nobody knows or
bothers to know. ) s

-
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Mr. Steadman: 1 think it's exactly true’that we our-

selyé as individual persons don’t have stories—that real

people don’t have these separate gccounts, and that, often

the “twenty-fourth book” never happens. But it stems to M.y
that when we're actively trying to understand the world "
‘ around us what we're doing is trying to construct stories
- for ourselves, trying to make intell;g‘xble wholes out of the

various scattexed pieces we find lying around.

My. Bart: I.don’t want to lose the point.on which I
thought we differed. I think there is a great tradition that
would say our virtues and our vices are what we know’
about ourselves and about others, that these are what isin- *

_ telligible in-us and the measure of a man. So I'm not at
all sure, as you were saying, that we are mostly engaged in
knowing the stories of people. It may be that what we want
to know about a person is what is intelligible, namely;-his
characterf - .

<" . Mr. Steadman: That bears digectly on our main ques-
tion..It seems to e that the educational value of reading
books of the kind we’re discussing is exactly that they do
. attempt to make a story. They try to,make an intelligible
' and meaningful whole out of the piecemeal appearance of
hurhan lives. To do otherwise would be {0 reduce a person’s
life to a list of the eléments that compose his character.
. Mr. Simapson: 1 have difficulty with what’s being said
about the intelligibjlity of storie$. It isn’t at all clear to me
that Homer himself understands Achilles or that he ex-
” pects us to understand him either simply or fully. I thought
maybe the distinction between the man and his story was
important in relation to the opening question, because I
suspected Mr. Darkéy was remifiding us of the ease with
which a seminar discussion can leave the man behind al-
together and go on to “highér” things—to the gods and-to ,
__those otherfmore abstract things that we find easier to han-
¢ " dle. We seem to find-it easier o talk apout the story and
its schematic structure and various kinds of formal prob-

-
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lems than to be. responswe to the people in it. Fo ﬁnM
way to talk about the people themselves and to give them
real attention as 1nd1v1dua1 persons may be very difficult
for us.

I wonder if th;s is true? Do we find it easier to talk
about stories and their ethical and social implications than
- to lobk at the images of mén?

Mr. Darkey: You're certamly putting your finger on

one of the difficulties we often encounter in our seminars
-where, having read Richard II, we may right away find
ourselves engaged in discussing the play as an-illustration
of Machiavellian pohtlcal theory, and.unless we take our
business pretty firmly in hand, we may never get back to
King Richard and Bolingbroke. .
Mr. Tussman: I wonder if the clue isn’t provided by

the term you did select after rejecting Poetry and Litera-
ture, which was images. Doesn’t that suggest the Platomc
Cave? Forina strange sense, if liberal education is leading
people out of the Cave, the Iliad and these other works you
have been talking about are, in a way, images on the wall
‘of the Cave which we try tounderstand through the use of

other material. We are c0nstant1y and naturally being led -

from the representation of, the images to the understanding
of them. I think that is the place of the Homers and the
. historians. The csherence of their works is the coherence of
a ‘stary or narrative,*but that is not necessarily the'order of |
the understanding. - e .
Mr. Darkey: I think I have half an obJectlon to putting

. it that way. It seems to me that there are two main kinds

of books—and maybe a third which is both kinds together’
"One kind is made up of works which present principles;
the other is made up of works which present instances. I
think this indicates a basic rhythm of the mind. For as soon
" as we are given a-principle, we try to think, What would .
be an example of that? And as soon as we are presented
with an instance, we try to think, What principle is oper- '
ating there? - : )
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It's my own experience that when one makes' either rg
sponse he always doubts whether he has fully conca‘x‘wed or, R
fully imagined the implications of the thing giver. He. has .

to ask himself, I§ gls principle that T have managed to for-
“a mulate abstractly réally adequate to the concrete case I've
been given? For instance, I can’t help wondering if my
abstract formulation of etTucal or political or psycholog1ca1
pririciples really gets at what I seem te see going on in the.
Iliad or Oedipus Rex. And on the other side, take Kant’s for-
miulation” of the Categorical Tmperative. One must ask, I
shink, What=would it be like to act that way? Do I, or
does anyone, ever really act on such a principle, which of
course, in the abstract statement, is highly intelligible?
Something like that, Mr.vTussman, is what I meant
“when I said I thought I had half an objectién to your appli-
cation .of the metaphor of the Cave. I think that under-
standing the images in terms of abstract formulations may
be only part of the business. . .-
Mr. McArthur: Which is to sdy, then, that the imagi- ~
native works really serve some other purpose for us, and
it's that other purpose that s more important than the books

themselves?
Mr. Darkey: 'm not sure I follow you. What other pur-’
&~ poses do you mean? .
- Mr. McArthur: Well, take your ‘case of the Categorical

Imperative. Suppose you ‘ask, What would it be like if we
really did act that way? Maybe someone has difficulty u;/
ieemg that. But if we'had & character someplace in a story
hat would illustrate the attefnpt to put that principle into
lgractlce then we'd have in front of us a singular, an image
f a possible person. That might help us to talk about the ¥
notion of the Categoncal Imperative-and the 1mport of that
principle in one’s owm:life. o
- Mr. Darkey: Yes, I think I'did mean that I think such
works do provide us with a kind ‘of ¢xperience—or quasi-
experience-that we find relatlvely intelligible. And I do
beheve that if one has an accumulation of this kind. of
- .
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- ~experience, he can make use of it in trying to understand
hurnan actions. Maybe it's even necessary that oné make
use of such examples and models as are given in literature,
because it is exceedingly difficult’ to make up really good
examples for oneself. At least the examples I make up for
illustrations usually let me down.

Mr. Simpson: But the imaginative works you confgont
don't really exemplify things, either. As soon as you look
hard at the supposed example, it turns out to be a-more
complicated thing that draws you into unforeseen dimen-
sions. Certainly we do draw on imaginative works and re-
»fer to them. But surely we shouldn’t imagine that Socrates
or Achilles o Natasha of any such a one is goirig to be
an example of anything, or that it's our bdsiness as readers

" to solve the implicit riddle, or that the author intended us
to do that.” '

And it doesn’t seem to mie that the dialogues of Plato
are like the account he gives in his Republic of the images
on the wall of the Cave. And, for all that's'said there of the

_ philosopher-poet’s illustrating,for us from a higher wisdom,
the people in the dialogues, people like Socrates and Meno
and Crito, really don’t resolve themselves as instances of
something. ‘ . :

Mr. Starr: One thing I'm having’ trouble sgeing right
notw is this: the opening questions suggested thaf we may
read these works with our students with a view to, bringing
about an intellectual awakening in them. It has struck me
that Ngclfart’s reference to the intelligibility/of character,
Mr. Stexdman’s choice of plot as the principle of the in-
telligible wholeness of a story, and our more recent consid-
eration of the moral as the principle of the intelligible were
all ways of attempting to say, "\Yes, these works contain or

bint to.or illustrate something intelligible; and, therefore,
they contribute to the student’s intellectual awakening.”

VBut I'm wondering if there isn’t some other end than a
strictly intellectual awakening? Is that other end what

105 - *
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we might call the development of a sensibility or moral
" discernment or sensitivity? : C

Mr. Simpson: It seems to me that’s trite. N

M. Starr: 1fitis, 'm sorry. But I doni't think it is insig-
nificant, if at certain places in our curriculum we take up
business that is not strictly intellective. Perhaps it's right
that we do. Maybt we really ought to try to do that other
thing. ) ' . s

Mr. Bart: That was my whole intent in resisting the .
notion that Achilles might be understood as an intellig-
ible character as over and against the story of Achilles,
which may indeed have a whole, but not a- whole that
anybody can reduce to merely intelligible terms. I com-
* pletely subscribed, however, to what I thought Mr. Simp-
son was saying. And I do see that all that has been said
has been used both ways. I do want to come down on your
side, Mr. Starr, but I share Mr. Simpson’s concern.

You were saying very well, I thought, Mr. Darkey, that
when we read these books we can run away from the story
by turning the story into a case of some principle. And I
share your desire-to have students encounter human
beings. What's more, I don't mind at all developing, their
sensitivity. (Why should we not talk of sensitivity?) I have -
been interésted in those concerns the 18th Century tended
-to deal with in terms of sentiment. People'then did think
that an education of the sentiment was possible, I confess
I share that opinion, and I suspect the 18th century was
better at such education than we are. .

But I'm digressing. The main point with which I want
to agree is Mr. Starr’s, that something not strictly intelﬁgi-

" ble takes place when we read such works as we are now
discussing, and I think it should take place. .

* Mr. Berquist: The. difficulty I feel with this ‘sort of
bodks is this. When you treat Euclid’s Elements in a class,
you're pretty confident that the use youre making of the
book is the use Euclid intended. But when you talk about

L
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. the Iliad, it's not so clear you're using it as.Homer intended.
Even when you read the lliad preparing for a class, I
wonder if the very activity of thinking up questions that
- might be raised and about discussions that could come up

" might not actually pyt obstacles in the way of what the
poet is trying to accomplish. s
Mr. Simpson: Yes. And even to speak .of “using” the
" lliad feels so wrong. We feel that Homer couldn’t have
intended .t to bé “used”, and we know he didn'.

Mr. Ascher: May I ‘make another suggestion about the
educational functign 6f these books. I think it is different
from anything that has been proposed So far, though I
don’t deny the points that have been made. ~

. When I teach a course-in 19th Century Russia, I assign.
readings in Tur-ge’nev and Gogol and Dostoevsky. Now I
believe that one of the most important uses of these works
of the imagination is that they provide a way for students
to learn about societies different from their own. I find that
the most difficult effort for the students to make is to

. transport themselves out of . their own society and into
another one. It is very important to learn to do that. They
need to confront problems which are different and a social
order which is entirely different-from the ones they are
*accustomed to. I try to find such readmgs as will involve _
my students in considerations and circumstances as dif-
ferent as possible as from anything they have ever experi-
enced in their own lives. This engages them with questions
“about thé.secial orders .and/ the 1mp%lems
I find this an enormously beneficial way-to se of
works of the imagination.

Mr. Darkey: Mr. Ascher, 1 wonder if yQu would be
willing to generalize your formulation and say.simply that

« such works as these help our students and ourselves to
enter into worlds that are totally different from our own?
By making the substitution I'm teying to .avoid an exclu-

96




-

Third Day

S
2

sively socmlog1ca1 context which.may be an unnecessary‘
restriction. * - )

Mr. Ascher: 1 gladly accept that formulation.

"Mr. Haggard: That is connécted with Mr. Dragstedt’s
remarks day before yesterday ahjout aporza although now
it's in a very different context. To see’ the world suddenly
in a way, that is totally unlike what you ordinarily take for _
granted is to be stopped dead m your tracks, to be really
at aloss.

.-The conversation so far appears to-me to have been
saying that a poet like Homer, by raising the image of
Achilles and holding: it there before you, opens the pos-
sibility for you to see the world in a way you've never seen
. -it before. And not primarily by theorizing ‘about notions of
Jus‘t;ce either. Just to confront that huge person, Achilles,
. there at the heart of the story can make you re-examine
all sorts of ideas about the way the world is. A

Mr. Darkeys If we put what you've just been saymg _
Mr. Haggard, tokether with the movement Mr. Starr and
Mr. Bart have been making, I'd want'to add that we really
do enter the world of the work, we don’t just see the pos;
sibility of that world. Somehow we experience actually
being in it. It’s hard to talk about that experience; but I
think we've all had it. Being immexsed in the world of a
book has sométhing of the natyre of immediate experience,
certainly thile you are readmg and usually for some timé
afterwards. Sometimes I find myself lingering, or ‘as we
, say, dwelling, in that world even as I go about my dally
a(ﬁalrs in this one.

Mr. Bart: 1 would very much agree ‘aboitt that The .
difficulty is how fo talk abous it. And I'm uneasy about
Mr. Starr’s separating what this experience is from intel-
lectual awakening. And'yet at the same time I feel, as he
does, that I would rather refer % something like the sensi-
bility. I don’t mean to put words-into Mr. Staﬁs -mouth,
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but what I have in mind is that our intelligence really
manifests itself in more than one way.
- I have often noticed how perfectly uninteresting and
. even'umntelhgent Tolstoy is in'War and Pegce when he
+ talks about thedries of history, or when he tries to repre-
sent two phﬂosophers d1scussmg a profound problem In
fact, Tolstoy seems quite incapable of discovering what an
1 interesting intellectual question is. And yet, on the other
hand, as I have been working on Anna Karenina this year
I have heen simply struck by tReimmense intelligence with
which he observes individual pérsons. Without such intel-
ligence I do not believe he could create any kind of effective
experience for us to move into. By this kind of intelligence
. I'mean his power to observe utterly individual persons. It’s
a faculty I don’t know the right term for. Popularly it’s
called sensitivity, but maybe that 1s, abused. Maybe sensi-
- bility would be better.
Mr. Simpson: In War and Peace Natasha fits into the
rolonged investigation of a revised conception of history
“which Tolstoy explores through the plot of War and Peace.
He may at times talk badly about that new- concept, but
when he_sets out to write an essay about it at the end of
the novel, somehaw that does help us to see what Natasha
means to history. )

Mr. Bart: He certainly wants somehow or other to
bring her under the concept of life; and that word is not
’ useless to me when he talks of Natasha. But it is significant .
: for the point at issue that it is more to his purpose, to give
us Natasha singing and make us understand what singing
meant td her.

Mr. Simpson: That does mean somethmg very much
doesn't it, that event, that moment when she sings at the
Uncle’s? -
" Mr. Bart:-Yes. And ] want'to ﬂns1st that it has mean- .

‘ing—is mtelhglble—wuhout being reduced to concepts. Im \

not fond of that word. .
T Mr. Darkey: But however one puts it, doesnt it seem
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mescapable that somehow our neetic faculty is involved in
" what we experxence at that place in the novel? Don’t we
grasp somethmg—see something? . .
Mr. Bart: ] want to insist on that for myself.
Mr. Starr: Incidentally, my reason for stating the

problem in terms of a bifurcation was that there does seem .

to be a prima facje difference between those two modes of ° -

understandmg So I put it that way in the hope, that we

- might struggle a little"to bridge that gap by trying to say
how the things we’ve been talkin Ut are intelligible.
*  Mr. Simpson: If you want to take them apart, I.agree
it can be done. But I think it is more interesting to see the >
way they can come together. And sonretimes in seminars
I think I've seen them come together. When that hap-
pens the gap between the two modes of understanding is .
bridged. In such a moment, all that may have been said
about the story, about the gods, about faith, about moral .
choice, and so'on, may come back to an insight about one
. character. Then, all of a2 sudden, one expenences 1
excitement of that déscovery. I think that is an intellectual
moment: ‘ - .
" Mr. Bart: Now I can say in a word why I did#t like .

. the word character. 1 would rather say “that person at that -
moment.” I don’t want to force any terminology, but it’s
precisely a question of how to talk about, the individual. It

. does not seem to me that individuals are totally unintel- .
. ligible to us; but at the same time, the way individuals are :
intelligible to.us is obviously very different from the way
universals are intelligible. . &
. - Mr. Simpson: This is what I wanted to say at the
“outset, that somehow the kinds of stories we are talking
' about are hugely complex,’ subtle, fascinatingin ways
which, mysteriously, are able to take a measure of the
individuality. That is what helps us to come back to the
individual, to the mdment of perkeption of the individual—
or of sensibility towards him. R -
Mr. Bart: Icompletely 9gree. .
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Mr.-Lyon: I wonder if the problems about the intel-
ligibility of the individual are related to the fagt of expres-
sion in different verbal media—I mean oral discourse as
opposed to written. I wonder if concepts are in any sense .

" functions of the written word? I don’t know. But the Iliad,
with which we started, comes out of an oral-tradition and ‘
only subsequently was written down. It would seem'to be
concerried more with individpals than with types“éf things
like causes and effects whigh Tome tobe central to the kinds
of discourse we have in the Platonic dialogues. And of
course Plato recognizes in Homer a great ememy.

Mr. Starr: Platd alsq recognizes that the writteri word’
presents a great problem. I don't know whether I'm under-
standing you, but I thought you were pointing to the dif-*
ference between narrative discourse, on the one hand, and

. argumentative or thesis-proving discourse on the other. I'm’
not immeédiately persuaded that hearing and réading is the
main difference between those, but I'd like to hear-more.

Mr. Lyon: A colleague of nfine whose literary skills I
greatly respect is very harsh with us fot reducing literature
.to ideas. When we read War and Peace, for example, he
has students read their favorite passages aloud-simply
read them aloud without giving reasons for their choice.
And of course no one ever reads Tolstoy’s essays on history
aloud. I suppose it would be dbsurd todo that. :

Mr. Haggard: Are we saying that sensibility is a fac-
ulty of the intellect? And if so, are we saying that we
include such worf;s in our curriculum of libéral edycation
to train or cultivate this faculty? I myself don’t for a moment
question that we should read them, but what part of liberal
education is such reading if we have that purpose inmind? I
agree that Shakespeare’s plays mean something,and I even
agree that reading passages from the plays aloud means

. something. But what does this kind of meaning have to do
with the intelligibility we’ve been’ trying to talk -about so

. .far? ot : ~ .
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Mr. Darkey: Havent we been led by the discussjon so
far to admit that our response to works of the ima ination
does have something to do with what is intelligible? And
asidg, from the discussion, whenever we have trouble ap-
proachin; ovel or a play or a poem,.we say we “don’t
get it” or'simply that we “don’t understand it.” So it does
seem to us that it is a question of our intellectual grasp.

. Mr. Bart:-But in the notion of imaging aren’t there
some elements that we're going to have a very tough time

. ta]kmg about? I mean the medium and the existence of
the medium and the relationship of the medium to what-
ever might be reduced to expressible ideas. In the Timaeus
I believe Plato at least suggests that the medium is ab-
solutely inaccessible to reason, and that, whereas it can be
dominated and even ordered to reason, the medium as such~
is utterly unintelligible. On the other hand, I believe the,
dlalogue really says that the medium is material that is’

_ made up into the world we have and, in that sense, exists

for us only in its unity with the mtell.lglble ahd has no
‘other existence apart -from that unity. I would want to
insist that tHis is so.

. I'would also want to say that my example of Tolstoy was
a rather isolated one among the artists and poets we read.

" Most of thenrseem' to be much more manifestly and ex-

pressly intelligent, whereas Tolstoy’s intelligence does seem
to be almost entirely embedded in particulars.

Mr. Starr: There is &n mtermedlate kind of discourse
that it might be helpful for us to think'about. As we have
been talking about Tolstoy, it has occurred to me that the

intermediate between the narratlve which he does so well, - .

and the theoretical, which he does so, poorly, is to come up
witlh an occasional metaphor, which I think he doesn’g han-
dle as well as he does the narrative, but. better far thdn he
~does the argument. ' g
For instance, after the death of Platon Karataev, Pierre
has a dream of the world as, a kmd of globe with God at
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the center and each person striving to reflect as much of
that divine center as possible. Plato does the same.sort of
thing in his dialogues, but far better. Myths, like the one
in the Phaedru$ and the-one in the Timaeus, take a sort of
narrative form. I don’t' krfow whether to see those as in-
stances of what wé have just now been calling imaginative
literature (which in our discussion has been limited ex-
clusively to narrative literature), .or as attempts.tq put
“forth what one might call rhetaphysical theses. In truth, it
seems to meé to fall somewhere between those two, and I
think if I could grasp that intermediary use of the imagina-
tion, I 'think perhaps I could better understand-narrative.
Mr. Nicgorski: An author ordinarily uses those figures
to make sense out of particulars. But to return to Mr.
Haggard’s question, I'm wondering if one can’t ask whettier
%he sensibility is really a part of the intellective faculty at
> all? And, if so, how dges itrelate to that faculty as a whole?
I-think what imaginative literaturé does, at what may
indeed be the lowest level, is extend our perception.-Now
perception isn’t a wholly unintellective act, and it’s cer-

tainly going to be the basis for subsequent .intellective;

acts. ‘At least that much seems to*be implied by what
we've said. For instance, Mr. Simpson talked earlier about
our “returning to the characters with insight after we had
seen their whole story.” So it seems that to have our per-
. ception extended by means of imaginative literature,
whether it be in terms of understanding the human situa-
tion in another society, or simply of understanding our
own society better by having viewed it through the eyes
of a particularly keen observer; is at the very léast a con-
dition for mtellectual apprehensmn and for a better
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position. But ‘what do we' mean to be suggesting? What
implications does it have for our teachmg practice?

Even if we believe that there is a kind of intelligibility
in imaginative literature, what relation does that literature
have to the other sorts of writing that we prescribe for
study? Within our curriculum at St. John’s, for example, I
wonder whether the progressively dlrmmshmg emphasis
. on imaginative literature that Mr. Darkey mentioned does .
result mainly from our inability to teach it well? Or is it
simply that were unwilling to make room for it at the
price of eliminating philosophical readings that we believe
are important? Or, instead of these purely pffmatic rea-
sons, is our actual practice really rooted in™a theoretical .
; presupposmoﬁ that there is a proper balance between the
different faculties of the human intellect which it is the
business of liberal education to be yraining?

I think it has to be asked whether poetryis a real alterna-
tive to philosophical inquiry. It seems to me that oux
. culture today commonly supposes not only that‘t is a real -

alternative; but also that it is a better one. It is not at all
clear that philosophy has any place in our culture any
more, and I think the opposition we are engaged with now
. b5 Iot to do with that view. s

Mr. Bart: Aren’t you 'pomtmg to the perennial quarrel
between Poetry and Phllosophy and demanding that the
question be resolved? The® question, though, is whether
there is in fagt an y resolution or no resolution at all.

‘Mr. Haggard: But in our teaching practlce we do
actually resolve it in some sense.

Mr. Bart: But can’t we avoid getting entangled in the
complex details of our curriculum and stay with th& ques- -
tionon a phllosophlcal level? I would hope we could. Our -
conversation has suggested that although Plato seems to ~

" " inveigh against poetry, the Dialogues themselves manifest

that he is a great'poet in giving us the figure of Socrates *
and half 4 hundred other figures that are an inescapable
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part of our inheritance. That very fact suggests to me that it
is natural in a discussion to formulate the quarrel between
Poettry and Philosophy in discursive terms and in favor of
the discursive, or even the noetic, intelligencé, at the same

.Jime leaving wide open the question of what their real
relations are. - )

The dialogues we have are all the works that Plato chose
to send forth into the world. So we are really asking our-
selves—Mr. Simpson has raised the question very seriously,
and so has Mr. Starr—whether it is true 4fat the individual

is merely the exemplar of some principle; or whether, to

take your first answer to the opening question, Mr. Darkey
(an answer I then rejected and now embrace), to meet
the figure of Socrates i not just as important a part of
. ~Zegding Plato as to understand the particular arguments
. \&gﬁ;e set forth, or evén to understand the structure of
the Platonic way. of thinking about the world. This is what

I think we are really asking ourselves. . :
Now for myself I have to answer that the figure of
Socrates is set there as something I cannot go beyond. And
this is part of the quarrel of Poetry and Philosophy. Phi-
losophy- seems to say, “Well, Poetry is for children. We

must begin tgaching courses in poefry so that we can move -

on to higher things.” But as for me, I can’t go beyond
Socrates. Or if I do, I will go beyond Socrates to'Jesus

a principle. - . .
. or me that presents a profound problem as to how we
should arrange our curriculum.

Mr. Darkey: To speak about our curriculum as having
any moral content always makes us uneasy, because that
seems to imply some claim to be teaching virtue. And 'l
think we are right to be wary of that. But at the same time
there is an undeniable moral content to liberal education,
a real pervading concern with morality, however cautious

\(ih:ist. But 1 will go from one figure to ariother figure, not

we are in the way.we talk about it. I wonder if the sense of
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that moral ‘presence does not radiate primarily from the
ﬁgures we have encountered and come to possess? . s
For the figure of Socrates, as you say, Mr. Bart, is in-
escapable ‘and unforgettable I'm sure that most of our
‘'stidents will live all their lives remembering Socrates— .

remembermg ‘the figure of Socrates—even though they may

nof remember very much.that he said, except, “I know that
I dor;t kriow,” and “The unexamined life is not worth liv- -

ing.” And so too for other figures,” though perhaps less

! compellmgly—Alc1b1ades Augustine, Don Quixote, Nata-
' . sha, a dozen others. So I wonder whether, quite apart from

any explicit intention we may have as teachers, these

figures are not at least one p(Zverful source of the moral

dimension that properly belongs to liberal education as
-opposed to, say, purely technical education? _ .

Mr. Loomis: A few minutes aga Mr. Starr made-a dis- s
tinction between two different kinds of discourse, namely, )
narrative discourse and thesis-proving discourse. I’have T

sbeen’ thinking of another distinction that might fit with

his. Maybe there are, two ways$ to say what learning is

like. The one I prefer and would be willing to argue for is

that learning is like a narrative. Learning is like a story

in which some ‘things happen at the beginning and then

ther things happen afterwards. The other view would be

that one begins with postulates, or with something like

postulates, and that all the rest unfolds out of these I think
the second is very different from the story of Achilles. I'm ~

not sure how universally I want to propose what I'm about

to offer, but it seems to me that in at least very many books

of the narrative kind one learns what learning itself is like.

. Fer instance, when Don Quixote is in the cage; Sancho

/ Panza goes to him and says, “I think one of the men over

there looks like the barber from our village. Are you sure

you believe everythmg ey told us?” And Don Quixote

-answers, “Sancho, don’t\Jistrust what people tell you. If

you do, you enter into a laByrinth, and there’s no way out
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of it. It leads to darkness.” Now.I think that's a story about
leammg, and even about 4 principle in learning. When
you read the story, you're forced to think about it. You-have
" to_decide, or at least try tp decide, whether Don Quixofe
has said something absurd or somethmg that is true. I
don’t know anything qulte like that in works-that aren’t
stories, warks in which figures do not appear.

Mr. Townsend: The way I read the lesson Mr. Loomis
teaches us from Don Quixote—if we believe in the truth of
that book, and I, for one, do—is that understanding ‘may
really not be possible without pathos. Are we willing-to
entertain the possibility that apathetic understanding of -
any kind of patterned energy, .whether of Achilles or
Quixote or Ptolemy or anydne.whatever, is possible? Does
any of us think that it is possible to be apathetic and still
understand? I think this connects with what has betn said.
I think you have to enter into the story, as_Mr. Haggard
was saying. We want our students to be inside the works
we give them to read. That's what we're really. trying to
teach. We're trying te teach people the way in, because to
. remain outside is finally not to understand-at all. There is,
something really false about the nonon of - obJectlve under
standing.”

Mr. Simpson: What you say certainly does bear on
what we were trying.to put our finger on in our firstlday’s
discussion, when we were askifig What it is that seems to
.be special about a gaod seminar conversation. For me, one
criterion is that it can’t be completely objective, those tak-
ing part can’t be completely uninvolved. The student is
moved to think there is really something interesting at
stake. That initial motion, the engagement of our interest
and our desire to understand, already assure that discus-
sion won't be altogether apathetic.,

I don’t think that would d1st1ngu1sh one kind of bogk
from another at all; in any case, we do find ourselvgs’
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| " caught up in a real motion in relation to these thmgs be-
cause they are intrinsically and sunply exciting to the
intellect.

Mr. Townsénd: 1 said what I d1d because it seemed
to me that opposing uynderstanding and sens;blhty might
be creating a false diffjculty. : C e

Mr. Simpson: That way of putting it would make
understanding different from sensibility, wouldn’t it? 1
agreethat the opposition may not be right; but I thitk we- -
separated- them because we proposed that sensibility has
to do with 2 certain kind of response’to the individual
which is somehow noetic, and E'et not d.1scurswe as it is

‘\ﬁx universals.
Mr. Haggard: But how do we g1et on the 1ns1de? Stu-
" dents often react to a Platonic dialogue by saying, “These
. are just a lot of silly or fallacious arguments that Socrates
has used.” I think we respond by saying, “Well now, let’s
start reading at line 347b and see if we can make out
what the argument is' really saying.” And we sometimes
discover- that .the arguments do rest on what seem to us
“to be very strange foundations indeed. Nevertheless, we
\ want to be “on the inside” in the sense that we know we )
are really addressing ourselves to the steps, that Plato has
actually taken. And we want to see the shifts of ground .
. that/take place and we want to think about what the dra- .
,matic interludes mean for the argument. The reading
" process has all the aspects Mr. Bart was speaking. of,.in-
-cluding our encountertwith the figure of Socrates. In Stich~
a case I don’t think we're making any simple separation” °
B of understanding and sensibility. x “
| ’ Mr. Townsend: ‘At the very beginning of today’s dis-
cussion I don’t think I understood- the distinction betweel\x
| * the person or the character of Achilles, on the one hand, ”
R and the story of Achilles on the other. WhatI didn’t ungier-
stand was whéther I could approach both of  these with

-~
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pathos. It seems to me that I can enter into the story o
Achilles, but I don’t know if I can really be present to bis
character: . . . .
Mr.'Bart: What you are saying, Mr. Townsend, helps
me very much, so let me say a little more about why I made
that distincgon. J was reluctant to say in answer to the
opening question that if we had never read-the Ilind, we'd
never know Achilles in the sense of knowing his character,
in the sense of knowing what sort of mag, he is. I was
reluctant because in the Poetics Aristotle argues powerfully
that story is central to tragedy, and that you only want
enough character to justify the story. But I very much
.o doubt that a dose of character administered like that would |
move me at all. To say, “Put in just enough pride and just

L4

enough quickness and just enough intelligence to have the -

hero end up in the requisite situation” doesn’t move me
at all. On the other hand, when I see Oedipus get angry,
believe me, I am 'moved. | : ~ )

Your rernarks just now help to say.that I wanted to have
the Story of Achilles, because I thought it would be his
story that would move me, not kis character. And I think

“it came out in the discussion when we said that not know-
ing Achilles ‘turned out to mean. not knowing what was
moving about Achilles. , -

I do understand, of course, that at an early stage of
considering the Iliad there may perfectly well be discus-

= sions about what a hero ought to be, and so on, and that
these are rather abstract and probably not very moving.
But I do agree with you, Mr. Townsend, that one ought
] to be moved. Do on ’
Cam “’As for the other side of the matter, I confess that, despite
a certdin penchant for metaphysics, I'm not clear whether
. abstract formulations can mean anything without seeing
"“that one would be movéd this way or that by a certain meta-

physical decision and,a certain metaphysical consequence. . )

What could it mean for us unless we were moved by it?
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Mr. Darkgy: 1 don’t think I followed the last things
you were saying about metaphysical understanding.:Can
you help me?

Mr. Bart: Well, I thought Mr. Townsend and Mr.
Sunpson were moving us once again to get our understand-
ing of the work of literature that is concerned_ with the
human figure utterly divorced from other uses of the in-
telligence. Some of us, I think, don't finally want to go, that
way. In the Symposium it seems to me that Plato proposes
to move us tremendously by the highest intellectual in-

. sights. One can't possibly be apathetic about that. That
would be a dreadful mistake. .

Mr. Haggard: 1 thought Mr. Ascher meant some ing
like that too when he spoke of trying to enter intd the world
of 19th century Russia by means of its literature, though -
I don’t know whether he'd.gge the matter as havinig to do
with ‘metaphysics. But it sééms to me it's a ,very simple
kind of thing: one really wants to get into -another world
" and see what jt’s like to be there.

B Mr. Darhey: Mr. Starr, I wonder if this is related to
remarks that you and Mr. Dragstedt made in an eaflier
discussion. As I recall, you -said that a seminar nghtly

" understgod always begins a fresh metaphysical inquiry. I

"~ wonder jf the situation’is not analogous whenever we take
up a work like the Iliad. Then too we are embarking upon
a fresh metaphysical inquiry, because* a new world is
simply given to us whole and existent, as simply being
there, and one muét always-make a fresh beginning in a

»  new world. Would you agree, Mr Starr?

’ Mr. Starr: 1 think so. But to tell you the truth, as I
have been followmg the conversation, I have been moved
to think about being moved. I suppose each time we read
something teally good we are moved afresh in some way.
What strikes me now in thinking about this is that one
speaks of narrative literature as the sort of writing which,

' if it is well done, is most moving. And yet Aristotle says
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at one point that the ultimate object of metaphysical specu-
lation is, the most moving thing of all, namely, the Prime
Mover. I wonder if there isn’t some need to think of this,
tholigh as ypu say, each seminar is a fresh start. )

I think I'd now hesitate to use the word “metaphysical”
as the kind of inquiry on which one is started afresh each
time; for now it seems to me that there must be some con-
tinuity between the understanding of individuals and the
understanding of principles, and surely one ought to be .
able to talk about that continuity without reducing narra-
tive to illustrations of moral or metaphysical principles,
and yet see a real continuity between the two modes of
thought. Is it the case that each one leads to the ctfier? Is
each perfect and complete in itself, but in such a way that
both belong together in some greater whole?” . .

Mr. Darkey: And would it, then, be our human condi-
tion that-we are caught between the two miodalities?
Mr. Starr: It might be.

' Mr. Bart: To say simply that that is the way things are
would be a bolder statement, though more problematical.
Not to say that it is our misfortune to be “caught” between
the two modalities, but to say, on the contrary, that our

. very “betweenness” may reveal the way things are.

¢ 1 well understand that that is a rash statement, but it
might be true. '
Mr. Dragstedt: The word narrative has been used by
a number of people. I recently had an aporetic experience
with narrative. -

A book I had been reading on Darwin and speciation
made the proposal-that.the best causal account, the most
scientific account, could only be a story. For example, given

" the density of causal relationships affecting a given popu-
lation, a likely stery would’be that .the species population
“had been split geographically by a rising mountain range,
so that a selection process came gbout as it was pressed
in certain ways. And all one would ever have would be this

-
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kind of eikos logos—this kind of likely story—without experi-
mental controls. The book claimed that you'd nevej be able

“to put forth a more scientific account than that.

Now I had been thinking that narrative was something
of imaginative literature® I was complete!y‘wrong about
what imagination is."All my assumptions really were based
on my failure to be oriented towards the liberal arts as‘l
should have been. I should have seen that there is no
" reason in the world why persuasion shouldn’t be involved
in Darwinism. All of my assumptions, thatis to say, were
precisely thé kind of ontological presuppositions that go
with the construction of academic “majors” and what not.
In terms of method, I wonder if we shouldn’t try to keep
from creating cafegories that serve to legitimate “majors,
categories like 'Imagmatxve Science? or "I‘he Human
Image™?

.The task of accountin for"say, Achilles, is in a certain
sense one for the ‘hbera% art of Rhetoric. Of course, as
Mr. Bart suggests;’ it would be scurrilous to propose
Achilles'as an artifact, a mere rhetorical construct; or as
just that kind of character that would get Homer through
twenty- books so that he could then collapse exhausted.
Never s, there is a rhetorical task in ending a poem.
If you mean-to end the whole with the resolution of this
living contradiction, Achilles, who has decided that al-
. though he knows Ajax is right, even so, he is not going to
d# the thing he plainly should do, it is really only in terms
of relentless attentjon to rhetoric that ene can clarlfy orle’s
understanding, anq not by looking merely towards psy-
chology or characteyology.

My own errors at)out Darwin stemmed from my failure
to take the liberal art of Rhetoric seriously.

Mr. Bart: Mr. Starr helped me very much by remind-
ing me of the account Aristotle gives which seems to pro-
pose -that being -is concerned with moving and being
moved. That is being itself, and that is what I meant by

»
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Third Day

'my last comment to Mr. Darkey: that since being itself is
concernied with moving "and being moved, we are not -
“caught” between the two modalities, as he Was putting it, |

but rather our betweenness reveals the way things are. I -
think we should e bold and not be afraid of that highest .,
power we possess of movmg and being moved. We should
not be afraid of supposing that there is a divine rhetoric
.in that sense implicit in everything. .

For, after all, there is a sense.in which you can use a
story to illustrate a princi le. Not on the first reading while
you're being driven through it by the plot; but aftdrwards,
the second time sthrough, ‘the order of propositions does
" dominate you. You hive gained a‘freedom with respect to
it, and you are free to go back and contemalate that order.

In my own mind I have beerr comparing’it to looking at
* a statue. Classically, there was a tendency to jproduce a
work of sculpture that had a préferred point of view. When, At
you walked into the room where the statue was, it was ‘”)’
simply natutal to move around to that point of view first,
and then, gradually, to move around the statue. A primary
point of view was given, but the more secondary ones you
could assimilate, the bettef pff you were. Al this Is to say
that even in the tase of an apparently static art there is the
invitation—even the necess1ty-—to break free from any pre- ' < '
ferred position of beholding it/ fven a statue, then, tells a * .
story, at | least in the sense that'motion js necessary to one’s
perceptmn of it. . - - o
* Mr. Darkey: 1 likeryour example of the statize. But I
wonder if that case ma¥{ no be more apphcable to the read-
ing of Euclid than of the 'Ilihd in that.the propositions of
geometry seem just to stand there, and it is we who move
through them, mventing sequential connections—a sort of
story-and perhaps we’attribiite to the work itself the mo- .

»
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I understood Mr. Dragstedt to 5'be suggesting that there
are some accounts that can be given o‘nly in a story, only in
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the motion. I think of an analogy with music, which I take

to be an essentially temporal art. One can make a sort of

architectural diagram of a musical work and use it to grasp
the intelligible structure of the whole, but it seems to me
that what one has got in the diagtam is not the music. You
don’t have the music until you go through it in sound and
in time. I wonder if that is not a case analogous to narra-
tive-whicl is also a temporal art?

M. Starr: You seem to be suggesting—and the notion
appeals to me—that there are some objects, perhaps the
highest, perhaps the most intelligible objects, which one
wants to think of as being immutable. And one wants to

think that we have contact with those things through such

books as Euclid’s Elements and perhaps through works of
- metaphysics. On the otherthand, the most evident objects
. of poems and storjes are changing things.

The issue seems to be whether it is indeed possible for
" human beings*to confront immutable things that have
nnmutalj e parts, or whether our best contact and most per-

fect union with these things (to use strange language)'

isn't irf being moving pictures of them, or il producing
moving pictures of them. I hoflestly don’t know, but it
seems to me that that is the question you are asking.

+  Mr.'Steadman: I'm having trouble getting hold of the,

* Jast part of the metaphor about the Prime Mover and the
sense in which we are moved by Euclid and metaphysics,
and relating that to the earlier part of the discussion, which

I thought was focused very nicely by Mr. Darkey when he ,
talked abbut the moral content of our curriculum as ema- .

nating from the human figures, as from Socrates and Christ.

Bt ‘when'we talk about mathematics and metaphysics, as
weve hgen doing just now, it seems to me that we are
talking about the discursive or thesis-proving part of the
, dialogue; and it seems fo me that we are talking as if that
.. were the same kind of thing as the ﬁgures Wwho have the
. power tognove us. .
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Now, I'm still not able to understand ju§§ exactly what
it is about the figure of Socrates that has this moving moral
power, but it does seem to me an altogether different kind
of thing from the power mathematics has to move one,
and I don’t think I kpow how to say what.that difference
is. But I wonder if there isn’t still something more than we
have been able to say about the persons themselves? I'm
going back to the very beginning where we were thinking
‘abeut what it is to meet Achilles through his story-and to
see his wrath again as the source of his story. And where
is the source of the power in the figure of Socrates?

I don’t know if what I'm about to say will be helpful or
not; but for me the clearest case of such a meeting with a
figure comes in the New T estament, where the mést power-
ful moving force is the man Jesus. The central thikg that
the writers of the gospels are saying is that they are wit-
nessing exactly that man. They say to you, “Look, I knew
that man ‘myself, and I can testify that you should trust
him.” It’s not exactly a doctrine they are testifying to, nor
an argument; but Qey are testifying to the response that -
they made, and that we are supposed to make to a person.

Obviously this is a_very spec1al case. Even $o, it may be
an extreine case of the sort of responise we have, or oyght:.
to have, .to other works of narrative literature. o

‘Mr. Darkey:, And maybe a crucial case. The traditions
of both the Old and the New Testaments choose to put
their truth, that highest truth which they claim to witness,
in the narratjve mode. I don’t think we can avoid pondering
the efficacy of that rhetorical mode to teach the truth tley
wish to impart.

.Mr. Ault:Tsn’t tHiede a sense in which all those figures
—Christ,; Socrates and the rest—have the power to move us
because their images contain opposites? Possibility is in

~ them. They ‘are attractive. They pull us into themselves
and into their own oppositions. Isn’t that really what moves
us in reading about Christ and Socrates and those other

”
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figures of power? We are.drawn into the tension of their
opposing dualities and into the struggles they wage within
themselves, And that makes them instructive.

Mr. Simpson: 1 have been thinking something very
much like that. Once I tried to figure out and diagram the
argument of the Meno: I got so lost in its metaphors and
ironies and complications of leyel, and in questions of who
said what and in what subjunctive mood and so on, that I
couldn’t find any way out. But the narrative of the dialogue
moves through all these complications and all these ac-.
cumulations of metaphor, while the metaphors themselves
reflect on the dialogue in ways that bring you back to the
argument; so that after you have been throtgh ail théte
perplexities, you are finallly brought back to the funda-
mental perplexity about the nature of learning. And I think
one might say that all of those perplexities seem to coa-
lesce in the irony and amazement of Socrates. Maybe that
is something like what you were saying, Mr. Ault.

I believe there is a sense in which the intellectual enter-
prise is one, and that it always comes-backto its essential
unity—to some insight ‘which may focus on the individual
in the moment understood in context after*you have been
through that whole context in all its complexities and per-
plexities. This kind of retuin also happens for a person
reading. At one moment you are moved one way by the
dialogue, and at another. time another way, so that you

.. become a part of the:motion the dialogue is showing you.

You are caught up irf its motion, drawn int it.

I want to, say too that I am still thinking about our dis-
cussion on the first day and the-difference between “major”
and “great.” A book that is great is one which causes ‘that
motion to happen. Its reader becomes part*of the miotion,
and I think most of all when he is looking at the'individual
person in that moment.

Mr. Darkey: 1 am

sorry that I must once again inter-
rupt to say that our time is up for ‘today’s ‘discussion and
S .
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< . .
for the conference. But it seems to me a happy circum-

stance, Mr. Simpson, that what you have just said should g

turn out to be the end of our discussion- only have you
returned to the subject of st day, but{it seems to me’
you have included that of ithe second day &s well. I think
it is an altogether appropriate final speech. I'shall certainly
not try to add toit.
c)l- do, however, want to extend the thanks of St. John’s
ollege to all of you for coming here and being part of this
-conference on liberal education. And, Mr. Ascher, I am
quite confident that I speak for all of us in expressing our
gratitude to The National Endowment for the Humanities
for making the conference possible.

<
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Any reader of these Three Dialogues on Libéral Educa-

on familiar with current writing about American educas
" tion may well think that what has been said here is mainly
irrelevant. to the topic. Hemight thirik this because the
fashionable terminology of educational disctission is al-
" stpgether lacking and because thé topics addressed are not
. ®the_ones regularly alleged to be eritical-mass edugfition,
the education of minorities, educatiofial finance, the prep-
aration of preprofessidnal students, educational adjust-
' ment to the present or ‘future job market, and so on, The
~ absence of these terms and-topics from our discussions,
. however, is not inadvertent. Rather it is a sign of a deep
—indeed of a radical-différence about educational prin-
c1ples These principles are so fundamental that in our
view theit omission from the public debate renders that
debateritself largely irrelevant to the ¥eal issues that Amer-

- ican education now faces. -
. It is characteristic of the present educational s1tuat10n
that the principles in question, although they ate in no
way esoteric, should seem obscure and. unfamiliar. There-
fore, I have thought it;qnight™be a usefulyservice for the
editor of these dialogues. to attempt to say here in a brief

Afterword what these pnrfcwiplbs are.
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Two main educational principles seem to underlie the
conversations. One concerns the relation of the under-
graduate college to the university in our educational sys-
tem, while the other has to do with the nature of learning
itself. With respect to the first, the persons of our dialogues
take the position that the only activity proper to the under-
graduate college is liberal education, often termed general
education. The second is more difficult to state succinctly.
One way of putting it is to say that learning can only be

e act of the-learner. Learning may be assisted by a
teacher, but it is never the necessary result of the teacher’s
act. Put another way, learning is not a passivity of the
stident before the teachgr who informs him, but an activity
of the student in which the teacher may be able to help him.

Both of these views are profoundly opposed to the
present theory and practice of American education. If they.
were generally adopted, they would without doubt be
subversive of our educational status quo. But since almost
everyone finds some faults in our educational institutions, .~
the consideration of a radically conservative position may
.be of some value.

! The principle stated first, that the proper and essential
business of undergraduate colleges is liberal education, is,
of course, fundamentally critical of our schools, our col-
leges and our universities. Most of these are organized on
the view that the proper and essential business of the--
* undergraduate colleges is to get their students into either
a good graduate school or a good job. As a people we have
always had a strong bids towards what we like to think of as
the practical. For this reason we haVe increasingly shaped
our undergraduate-curricula either towards preprofessional
training, as in the cases df premedical or prelegal training,
or else towards a kind of quasi-professional training in less
technically demandmg professions For the most part, how-
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o Afterword
ever, such college training is “preprofessional” only in the
sense that the undergraduate courses -imitate graduate
courses and so are understood to give their students a sort.
of preview of the real thing which they will encbunter in
graduate school. That is to say that the colleges are offer-

+ ing their students a selection of specialized coursés rather

than a general education. Further, the colleges feel con-
strained at present also to offer remedial courses in asic
skills that should have'been learned in high school, such
as reading and English com on. Neither 4ctivity, how-
ever, is liberal, and neltherf%exarofessmnal preparation
in’any proper sense of the word. For it is clear that the
proper work of the college cannot be to teach those skills
which the high schools-should have taught but have failed
to teach. On the other hand, the colleges cannot legiti-
mately be regarded as a mere downward extension of the
graduate schools, for in that case it would be much more
sensible for the latter to add a few years to-their curricula
and do their own teaching. If'the undergraduate college
has a work of its own, surely that is the work‘it ought to
# be doing and not §omebody else’s.

The radical position taken in our dlscussmns agrees that
undergraduate education ought indeed to prepare_ its stu-
dentsto undertake graduate studies, if they wish'to prepare
for a profession, but in neither of the trivial senses ju
outlined. Especially it would insist that college educition
must.not be a watered-down version of graduate ‘study.
The reason for insisting an this point is that it seems to be
the common view held by the colleges themselves, and it
is, reinforced by the downward pressure of the graduate

. schools which qularly stipulate specialized undergradu-
ate courses as prerequisite to graduate study.

There is no need to document the claim. This state of
~affairs seems altogether normal to us and is simply as-

sumed to be the right one. High schobl students, for _
. example, may agonize throughout their latter two years
trymg to decide an a life career.m order that they can elect
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a college major. The colleges are dominated by depart-
mental structures, and it is normal to carry out mast col-
lege functions departmentally. Indeed it may seem hard
to imagine any other way of proceedmg The “best” col-
leges are commonly assumed- to be those able to offer the
richest variety of specializeéd departmental courses. In their -
, occasional ‘efforts- ifi the direction of general -education,
like th&recent one at Harvard, the colleges have no prac-
. tical way to cohceive their problegn except in terms, of.
departmental resources and departmental-diplonfacy. Nat-
urally, the most that can issue from suth efforts are those
hybrids known as “interdepartmental” or “cross-discipli-
nary” programs. Such programs have yery little to do with
general education in the fundamental sense. They rarely
consist of more than a variety of specialized elective courses
which were never cdnceived as having any integral rela-
tion to one another or-in which there-is an ordering prin-
ciple of wholeness. Of course, if the student can discover
any, such relationships for himself, so much the bettgr, .
_ but it is not conceived to be the college’s responsibility to
help him do\s¢. , .
L1bera1 education in the proper sense is concerned with
" the whole rahge of human knowledge and of human ex-
. perience. That Is.to say, it is concerned with wholes, with
_genera. For this reason it is a very. different thing from
any specialized discipline and also from any agglomeration
of sutH disciplines, for these are by definition concerned
with species. With respect to the ends of genume hberala
education, the fallacy of specialization lies in its assuming
that the. V\}hole of humgn knowledge and experience can
really be divided tidily into departments. Such .divisions
. are at best hypothetical, and they tend to lapse into un-
examined conventional arrangements~ At worst, they be-
come merely arbitrary conveniences .empty of. serioug
intellectual content. It is perfectly obvious, f6r example,
" that ethics, poetty, politics, science and mathematics have
profoundly important relationships to one another, and
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yet their normal- curricular d.lsposmon tends to msulate. :
them from each other. ° . ‘
The counter argument’ that one persorf cannot leam
everything, cannot master all disciplines, does not address '
the problems for it assumes that any whole is esSéntially '
the sum of its parts and can be responsibly approached
only by accumulating competence in each of the v1rtually
infinite specialized disciplines that comprise.it. It is an-
argument of despair, because it ultimately implies that .
there is no knowable wholeness. In practice, itis an eristic”*
argument intended to demonstrate that general education
is impossible, on the ground that self-evidently ‘no one
_person could, even in a whole lifetime, master all of*the =,
special disciplines offered by a great modern university.
Liberal education in one aspect may be said to concern _
itself with the consideration of ends, of means towirds’
ends, and of the relationships of ends and means. Graduate
(or professional) education, on the other hand, is with
‘equal propriety concerned with means alone; appropriate
marticular ends having been presumed by the discipline
itself. Fo recognize this is to grasp the Full sense in which
liberal or general education is prior to professional or
specialized education. The two are complementary to one
another and are never in cogpetitian except when they
become confused and try to usurp one another’s functiens. .
This point is so fundamental that it will be usefulsto
. put it“in’ite clearest form. As long ago as Aristotle, the
- perfectly ¢ commion sense principle was enunciated that the.
- grts, or what we term practjces and professmns do- not .
judge of their own ends. A medical student, for instance,
_studies to learn the art of heahng sick people. An architec-
. ture stalent studies how to *design buildings. The former . °
<. isenot taught to thihk whether a sick persan should be
healed, nor is the Jatter taught to reflect upon whether a
building ought to be built, for the very good reason that
suchconsideratipris are no part of the arts of medicine or
+ architecture. . ST e -
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*. And Jyet, to stop there leaves us with a diﬁicul&“ﬂﬁ/
we to say that a physician has no business refiecting upon
the ends of his art, upon yhat means are appropriate to
it, or upon the relation of his art and its practice to social
or political issues? Surely not. But where, if not in medical
school, should he gain any educational experience that is
relevant to so recessary a kind of thought? Or are we to
say that a medical education will of itself qualify him_to
reflect competently upon these sorts of issues? Agam
surely not. Where, then, is he to learn how to address
them?

The answer, obv1ously, is that the foundations for such.
kinds of thinking should be laid in undergraduate liberal’
education. And it can be added, a consideration of equal
importance, that if the physicians~and the lawyers and
the architects and the engineers and ultimately all citizens
shared a general education in common, it*is just possible
they could talk to one another and to the rest of us about

matters of common and pressing concern, a sort of dis-

cussion which is mamfestly impossible under present cir-
cumstancgs.
The particular conclusions are these (1) Unless f{ﬂro—

* fessional training is preceded by liberal education, profes-

sional men and women will have no educational oppor-
tunity that will equip them to reflect upon and to regulate
'what they do in the practice of their professions. (2)
Neither will they possess common intellectual grounds for
communicating with others within their own professions
nor yet with those tQ Whom their work relates. The larger
conclusion is that since specialization is necessary and
proper for the acquisition of professional skills; liberal
education is an absolutely essential preparation for profes-
sional studies in order that the professions do not becorie.
blind and isolated practices. This part of educahon is°the
px’operworéof ‘the undergraduate college
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The second root principle ,underlying these three con- .
versations concerns the nature of human learriigg itself.
The position held is that humarr learning is an act which
can only be performed by one’s own act, out of one’s own
desire, and for oneself. Learning cannot be enacted ‘upon
aypassive recipient by some other person. This,view seems
to have been stated rather cryptlcally on the First Day
when it was siid that the truth is in the student ot in
the teacher. To say this may. seem, to bé insisting on a
peint so obvious to common sense that it is scarcely worth
emphasis. But cofnmon sense notwithstanding, the state-
ment goes against our almost universal view of education

- which assumes that a teacher is the one who knowg' the -
truth of the matter to be learnt, and that his business is
to transfer the knowledge he possesses from his own head
into the heads of-his students. The process is taken to be

"""thxs the teacher who knaws, tells the students, who don’t
" know. They listen to what he tells them, and, if they
remember what he says, they-have come to know what he
knows about thematter athand. - . .-. @

- Such an idea of learning is false and con't‘.rary to every-
one’s experience, Nevertheless, it seems to. be_the accepted

/V'i/ew Hundreds of thousands of teachers are earnestly en-
gaged in telling millions of students at-all levels from
grade schools through universities the truth about millions
of things, and immense computerized testing systems probe
as they can to-find out how much the students have re-
membered of what their teachers haye told them. On that
basis, it is decided whether or not they have been educated
sufficiently to receive more education. We are plainly
aware that this is not working very well, since everyone
sdys so. Yet we are reluctant to admit that the procéss of
teaching and learning is not really hke pouring water from
one bucket into another.

o 1923 - 134 .

®




& Afterword

A part\f the difficulty, no doubt, is that we are ob-
sessed withgthe importance of information and easily slip
into a way of talking as if we meant that to be educated
is to be in the possession of a great deal of information
or, as we are pleased to say, of many important “facts.”
There are only a few very obvious things to say about why
this view of education cannot possibly be-right. For one
thing, most alleged facts are not true at all and will shortly
and usually without z{cknowledgement be replaced by
other facts. Anyone even tert years out of high school will
have experienced this deterioration of facts. Still we would

. hardly be willing to say that a person who once was edu-
cated had ceased to be so because his facts had deteriorated.

More importantly, even an alleged fact must be under- -
stood in order to be significant. Its terms must be grasped,
and it must bear an intelligible relationship to other facts.
Now everyone, including teachers, knows that terms and
relationships are very often not grasped in response to the
mere telling. A student may quite’ simplg fail to grasp the
meanings, or, worse, he.may grasp them partially and hold
them in one of those familiar frustrating tangles of under-
standing and misunderstanding that we all experience.
This inay be the case even if he wants to understand. And
he may not want to. - S

This is whére, teaching begins. The student, if he is to
Jearn? must first be brought to recegnize’ that he really
does not-know the truth of the matter at hand and must,
as a result of recognizing his ignorance; begin to want to
understand. Understand for himself. Not in order to please
the teacher, not to please- his parents, not to get a good

ade. Just to understand because he knows he does not
understand. If he comes to such a state, he will begin o
inquire. . - )

A teacher can do only three kinds of things to help-a
student learn. First, the téacher may be able to purge the

+=student of complacency, of the false conceit of knowledge.

s
«

ﬁ;: .

T
v s

124

135




. B Afterword
Second, he can sometimes bring a student to want to learn
because he has been brought to view knowledge as a de-
sirable .possession. Third, he may be able to guide and to
encourage the student’s inquiry once he is ready to un-
dertake it. But,there is nothing the teacher can’do, there .
- is no “teaching method”, which must thfallibly result in
the student’s learning. A teacher may indeed be a neces-
sary condition if learning is to take place, and: it seems
probable this is so; but no teacher can ever be a sufficient
cause of that learning.
Especially, the teacher cannot cause his students to )
know anything by simply telling them the “right answer”, /
* by telling them the “truth” about the matter in question.
For in such case the most the students could come to pos-
sess would. be the memory that their teacher had-said
that a certain answer was right or true. But to remember
and to understand are very different acts of the mind. ,
Nevertheless, it is-altogether clear that in our schools,
our colleges and even our universities an enormous pro-
portion of what is called the “teaching effort” is expended *
in trying to get students to remember what the teacher
said or what a book said in order that they may give it
back on examinations. It is also clear that a very great
paxt of our collective teaching effort is aimed at getfing '
the students past the canonical testings. These do not in
fact reveal much about the education of the understanding,
but instead test the training of the memory. Memory is an
important faculty, but its training does not constitute édu- -~
cation in the basic sense of learning-how to think.for one-
_self. Education is an altogether different thing from the
ability to repeat what other people have said.
The plam empirical fact known to everybody is that
learning is an individual and personal activity of the
learner. A good teacher can often help’ the learmng proc- _
ess?o take place. Suchshelp—what properly is called teach- -
ing—as often as not consists of .encouraging the student
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not to'give up his struggle to understand, and of prodding

him, Pointing out his errors, providing him with examples

and references. And of openly frankly learning from

the student, for in real teaching and learning the roles

S _are often interchanged, and few things are as helpful. for
a student”as to see his teacher learn and to share in the
activity. Never does the teacher’s act eonsist of “giving the
student the answer,” because understanding is not the sort
of thing one person can give to another in the form of an
answer. Not even if one does happen to possess the under-
" standing himself, The possession of any truthgeyen of
hypothetical truth, is the activity of the possessor. It is
never a passive taking-in as a vessel recelves what is
poured into it, or as wax receives a’stamp, or as a m

-

puter‘accepts.a program. . .
t
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% These two principles have profound implications for our
" present educational system. We:_'have argued that conver-

sational exchange betyeé udent and. teacher is an es-
_sential condition for learning. This implies that educational
4nstitutions are obliged to provide conditions in which such
conveysations,..can occur. In present circumstances this
woulc{, mean that our schools, colleges "and universities
would have to find such ways of déaling with their gar-’
_ gantuan proportions as to permit and foster within them-
 selves. communities of students and teachers where con-
versation, and hence téaching .and learning, would be
- possible. To credte the requisite physical conditions would
be-problem enough. Even more essential, however, would
s " it be to bring about the moral and intellectual conditions
e that are ‘prerequisite to gli_scoﬁrge. Among these would be
) recognizable grounds of common concern and interest, a
- .common universe of digcourse, and above all 2 common °
wﬂlir}gnesgﬂforkgonversation tooted in the shared conviction
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that d1scourse is V1ta11y important. In short, educational
institutions would have to become what they naturally
tend to be, communities of friends. The essence of such
community in a college can and should spring from the
integrity and generosity of its central intellectual purpose.

Fo take both of our principles seriously in the under- .

graduate college might well imperil the departments. On
the other hand, it might also generate new and revitalizing

ways to teach. And it might be at least the beginning of a
search for intellectual wholeness, a reversal of the acceler- _

ating movement towards specialization and the continuing
fragmentation of knowledge.

To propose such a thing is not to dream of conditions ©

utterly impossible to achieve, though to any student, pro-
fessor or administrator now overwhelmed by the magni-
tudes and multitudes that are his daily bread they may
seem so at first statement. Nevertheless the institutions

_represented in our conference have found comparatively .

efficacfus ways to approximate at least some of these
conditions. To make a beginning, the first step is to recog-
nize the necessity of doing so. ",

In. the Foreword ¥ was remarked that Plato’s dialogue

Meno provides 'the underlying ‘theme for a large part of «
-what is said in our Three Dialogues on Liberal Education. -

This is especially true ,of the second principle here dis-
cussed, the theory of teaching and learning. The reader
who has read as far as this page is once again most ear-
nestly referred to that very much greater dialogue. "

- Finally, it may perhaps be pointed 6ut that the two
principles here argued—the first, that undergraduate edu-

.., cation ought to be liberal, and the second, that learning is

essentitlly a personal activity of the ofe who learns, even
though an essential condition of that learning may be the

¥

maieutic participation of a teacher-are at bottom one

_ pringiple. For to desire to understand-the truth of any

matter is to enter by at least one step into the kingdom of
ends. ‘
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